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ABSTRACT
 
This research examines the varying levels of trust in
 
various courtroom participants in criminal cases such as the
 
judge, prosecutor, defense attorney, police, defendant,
 
prosecution witness, and defense witness. A variety of
 
independent variables were considered, specifically, gender.
 
race, age, marital status, employment status, income level,
 
level of schooling attained, jury experience, and
 
willingness to serve on a jury.
 
The purpose and main focus of this analysis was to
 
determine if prospective jurors have a preexisting bias
 
toward or against the prosecution or defense; and to
 
determine, if this is the case, what characteristics are
 
associated with what types of bias For example, are
 
prospective jurors with a lower income level biased toward
 
the defense and against the police and prosecution? Do
 
blacks and Hispanics have greater trust or less trust in the
 
various courtroom participants considered here than whites
 
do?
 
The data used for the analysis were obtained through a
 
survey taken in 1986 in Texas, and funded through the Survey
 
Research Program of the Criminal Justice Center of Sam
 
Houston State University located in Huntsville, Texas,
 
Both bivariate and multivariate analyses were used to
 
examine the survey responses, and compare the results. A
 
iii
 
.05 significance level (alpha) was used for the analyses,
 
Each of the independent variables chosen from the survey
 
question were discussed in detail with regard to each of the
 
eight courtroom participants.
 
The results proved that there was in fact a preexisting
 
bias. The variables of race and willingness to serve were
 
determined to be significant in both the bivariate and
 
multivariate analyses. White respondents had greater trust
 
in the prosecution and black respondents had greater trust
 
in the defense. Hispanic respondents had higher levels of
 
trust in all courtroom actors than did whites or blacks,
 
Those respondents most willing to serve also had the highest
 
levels of trust in the courtroom actors. However, because
 
the total explained variance was low, these results cannot
 
be used to determine the biases or level of trust for an
 
individual potential juror or jury, and are best viewed
 
across large numbers of prospective jurors. Further
 
research is suggested.
 
IV
 
TABLE OF CONTEl^TS
 
ABSTRACT Ill
 
LIST OF TABLES .viii
 
CHAPTER 1 - Introduction 1
 
Elimination of Bias 2
 
Correcting the Disparity .4
 
Trust in the Criminal Justice System ..7
 
Socialization.... 8
 
Obeying the Law.. .9
 
The Media and Public Trust. 10
 
Purpose of the Study 12
 
CHAPTER 2 - Review of Previous Research. ,14
 
The Significance of Demogjraphic
 
Variables .15
 
Tyler's Study of Procedural Justice. 16
 
The Significance of Prior Jury
 
Experience ,20
 
Levels of Support for Various
 
Is Gender Significant?... 17
 
Race as a Significant Factor 18
 
Age is Known to be Significant 18
 
The Significance of Marital Status 19
 
The Significance of Employment 19
 
The Significance of Incom 20
 
Is Education Significant? 20
 
Willingness to Serve as a Juror, 22
 
Courtroom Participants 22
 
Support for Police. 22
 
Support for Courts. ,23
 
Support for Lawyers ,24
 
Summary .26
 
CHAPTER 3 - Methodology ... ,27
 
Prosecution Versus Defens ,27
 
The Research Questions.. ,29
 
Data Collection ,30
 
The Sample. ,30
 
The Independent Variables ,32
 
Gender. ,32
 
Race............... .33
 
Age ,34
 
Trust in Judges. ,43
 
Prosecutors ,46
 
Police ,49
 
Prosecution Witness, ,49
 
Marital Status .34
 
Employment Status.. .35
 
Household Income... .35
 
Educational Level.. .36
 
Prior Jury Experience 36
 
Willingness to Serve 40
 
Methodological Limitations 40
 
CHAPTER 4 - Results 43
 
Trust in Prosecution Actors...... 46
 
vi
 
Trust in Defense Actors. 54
 
Defense Attorney... ,54
 
Defendant. ,57
 
Defense Witness.... .60
 
Summary of Bivariate Analysis 60
 
Summary of Multivariate Analysis 61
 
68
CHAPTER 5 - Discussion
 
The Perfect Juror ,69
 
Conclusions and Comments 70
 
Study Limitations....... ,77
 
Further Research ,78
 
APPENDIX - Survey Questionnaire... ,80
 
REFERENCES ,88
 
Vll
 
TABLE 1 

TABLE 2
 
TABLE 3
 
TABLE 4
 
TABLE 5
 
TABLE 6
 
TABLE 7
 
TABLE 8
 
TABLE 9 

TABLE 10 

TABLE 11 

TABLE 12 

LIST OF TABLES
 
- Respondent Characteristics 38
 
Level of Trust in Judge by
 
Characteristics of Respondents 44
 
Level of Trust in Prosecutor by
 
Characteristics of Respondents. 47
 
Level of Trust in Police by
 
Characteristics of Rlespondents. 50
 
- Level of Trust in Prosecution Witness by
 
Characteristics of Respondents. 52
 
Level of Trust in Defens Attorney by
 
Characteristics of Respondents.... 55
 
Level of Trust in Defendant by
 
Characteristics of Respondents. 58
 
Level of Trust in Defense Witness by
 
Characteristics of Respondents... ,62
 
- Significant Variables for All
 
Courtroom Participants... 64
 
- Level of Trust in the Grouped Prosecution
 
Variable by Characteristics
 
of Respondents 66
 
- Level of Trust in the Grouped Defense
 
Variable by Characteristics
 
of Respondents.... 67
 
- Summary Table of Mean Trust Ratings for
 
Significant Variables. 71
 
Vlll
 
CHAPTER 1 - Introduction
 
The jury is an integral part of the American
 
judicial system. For many of the individuals who serve
 
as jurors, this service is their only actual contact with
 
our complex judicial system. The jurors' impressions and
 
attitudes are vitally important beeause it is individual
 
faith and trust in the judicial systern that insures the
 
system's survival. According to Sarat (1977, p. 429),.
 
"There is an increased awareness not only that public
 
attitudes made a difference in the way laws are drafted,
 
enforced, and interpreted, but also that law and legal
 
institutions may be a stimulus for public conflict as
 
well as confidence, an object of suspicion as well as
 
support" (emphasis added).
 
From the very beginning, jury trials have been one
 
of the cornerstones of American jurisprudence. The idea
 
that truth can be determined and that justice can only be
 
served when a person accused of a crime is judged by a
 
jury of peers is the basis for the system. "The common
 
man's major insurance of representativeness within the
 
criminal justice system lies with a jury of his peers,
 
That is apparently not what he is getting today,.despite
 
recent efforts" (Knowles and Hickman, 1984: 211). As
 
Miller puts it, "The responsibility of guilt or innocence
 
is distributed among the citizenry, decreasing chances of
 
error by criminal justice personnel Ideally speaking.
 
1
 
 the jury system is a democratic, fair method of
 
determining guilt or innocence. ...A jury's
 
responsibility focuses on evaluating evidence presented
 
to them and assessing the ^facts at issue' to arrive at
 
the correct verdict" (1985, p. 11).
 
Elimination of Bias
 
The evolution of juries in the last two centuries is
 
characterized by many changes. Many of the changes were
 
meant to enhance fairness and justice by eliminating bias
 
in juries. An example of this is the inclusion of a
 
broader range of people from which juries are selected,
 
Bias has been greatly reduced by the inclusion of women
 
and minorities in the pool of prospective jurors, and
 
eliminating prerequisites for jury service such as
 
property ownership or voter registration. But have these
 
additions eliminated all juror bias? That is unlikely
 
since jurors are made up of individuals, each with his or
 
her own personality, upbringing, and experiences, but the
 
differing perspectives of all the individuals who make up
 
the jury should balance out and, hopefully, minimize any
 
bias.
 
Originally, jury service was m[ieant to be a
 
privilege, and considered one of the benefits of living
 
in a democracy. That ideal seems to have been lost over
 
time. The authors and creators of the Bill of Rights
 
came from societies where justice was decided by a
 
monarch or his chosen representati\'e, not by a group of
 
ordinary citizens. This "privilege" of being judged by
 
one's peers has been a fundamental
 
for so long that it is now taken fcj)r granted by most
 
people.
 
Knowles and Hickman point out that the main idea
 
behind having a jury was to elimindte, or at least reduce
 
bias against the prosecution or defense during a trial.
 
"The jury, at its Sixth Amendment best, is an attempt to
 
minimize the bias in us all by dravring from a group of
 
persons from the community and trusiting that the
 
combination of differing perspecti\ e^s will balance out to
 
some acceptable level of impartiali.ty" (Knowles and
 
Hickman, 1984: 207).
 
However, the judicial system eis it functions today
 
is probably not exactly what the forefathers might have
 
envisioned. Today, American societ:y is characterized by
 
thousands of arrests every month in cities throughout the
 
country. This has resulted in courts which are inundated
 
with cases, many of which are resol.ved through guilty
 
pleas and pre-trial agreements. Jviry trials are now the
 
exception instead of the rule. Miller suggests "The
 
antiquated jury system is one of tlie major barriers to
 
providing speedy, cost-effective ti'ials. Over 80% of
 
non-jury criminal trials are conclvided in a day or less,
 
but less than 20% of jury trials result in a one day
 
 settlement" (1985, p. 11). Because jury trials are very
 
costly to taxpayers and very time consuming, the current
 
system appears to depend upon plea bargaining. Perhaps
 
this necessary compromise has dimislied the public's trust
 
in the court system.
 
Although pools of prospective jurors used to be
 
chosen primarily from voter registration rolls, now many
 
states are using driver's license rosters in addition to
 
voter registration rolls in order to select individuals
 
to serve on a jury in a criminal trial. In recent years,
 
fewer people were registering to vote (some for the
 
express purpose of avoiding jury service), which reduced
 
the number of people who could be cailed upon for jury
 
service. Knowles and Hickman noted, "Since most
 
minorities, particularly blacks and Hispanics, are not
 
usually well represented as registered voters, it stands
 
to reason that their communities were probably not
 
proportionately represented on superior court juries..."
 
(1984, p. 208).
 
Correcting the Disparity
 
Several states, including California, have made
 
attempts to correct the disparity between the demographic
 
make-up of the population of their communities and the
 
pool of potential jurors. In 1981, an amendment to the
 
California State Constitution changed the way in which
 
jurors were chosen, adding to registered voters all those
 
who had been issued a driver's license or Department of
 
Motor Vehicles identification card, Driver's license
 
rosters were more representative of the general
 
population, and therefore theoretically created a larger,
 
more heterogeneous, and more fair group from which to
 
choose. For example, the 1982 California Registrar of
 
Voters showed 2,999,327 people were registered to vote in
 
Los Angeles County. The amendment allowed for an
 
additional 5,598,111 people to be ipcluded as jurors
 
(Knowles and Hickman, 1984: 208).
 
correct the disparity between the general population and
 
actual juries selected.
 
Many people still make concerted efforts to avoid
 
jury service for various reasons, In a recent poll
 
conducted by the Eagleton Institute of Politics at
 
Rutgers University, it was conclude:d that 44 percent of
 
those respondents who had been called for jury service
 
within the past two years did not report for service
 
(Kanige, 1993: p. 39). No explanation for this lack of
 
reporting was given in the article, In a national survey
 
conducted by the Hearst Corporation in 1983, the
 
researchers found that "No more than 32% of the adult
 
Americans polled have ever been called for jury duty and
 
only 16% of those polled have ever actually served on a
 
jury" (1983, p. 7). While 16% seems to be a pretty small
 
number, it is validated by other research. A study by
 
  
Knowles and Hickman (1984) of Los Angeles County Cpurts
 
!
 
revealed that although the initial juror selection
 
process provided a random, cross-section of the
 
community, a large majority of those initially called
 
were excused from jury service because of "undue
 
hardship" and various legal exemptions. Lower ecohomic
 
groups, made up primarily of Hispan;.cs and blacks, most
 
often requested, and were allowed to be excused frtom
 
service because of loss of income or child care prpblems.
 
Therefore, regardless of efforts to include more of the
 
general population in the jury selection process, lower
 
■ ■ ■ ■ ' 1 
income Hispanics, blacks, and other minorities are; still
 
I
 
underrepresented on jury panels in Los Angeles County
 
(1984, p. 211-212). Without a cross-section of the
 
i
 
1
 
general population, the basic premise behind the jpry
 
I
 
system (reducing bias) may be lost. If certain segments
 
. i
 
of the population are over-represented on jury panpls,
 
and those people have a bias toward the defense ori
 
prosecution then the jury panels chosen will be biased
 
I
 
and prejudiced.
 ij
 
Does this mean that these peop!.e believe thatj jury
 
!
 
service is burdensome and aggravating, and does thjis
 
I
 
reflect a more general lackadaisica!. attitude toward, or
 
faith in, our criminal justice system? Does the general
 
public feel that the court system is failing in its
 
duties? And if so, why? Sarat sugg<5sts: |
 
  
 
Public attitudes toward law and the legal
 
system also help determine the
 
^effectiveness' of law in its egulatory or
 
social control capacity. PeopjLe who value
 
the fundamental principals on \|jhich the legal
 
system is founded, who express support for
 
legal institutions, and who ar^ satisfied
 
with what those institutions d , should more j
 
readily comply with the law. tf one measure j
 
of the law's effectiveness is its ability to j
 
regulate conduct with as littl^ coercion as i
 
possible, then the characteris:ics of the i
 
legal culture contribute to an explanation ofj
 
why particular institutions or legal agencies
 
are or are not effective (1977 p. 430). ;
 
Trust in the Criminal Justice System
 
Trust, a feature of human soci^ ty, is learned! through
 
the process of socialization. Whil^ black and whi|te
 
J
 
children both initially seem to hoi police in higjh esteem,
 
these feelings diminish with age, ahd diminish much more
 
. • r
 
markedly for black children than whLte children (Shrat,
 
1977). According to Gottfredson an Gottfredson, '"If some
 
segments of society are markedly distrustful or suispicious
 
of the police or simply believe the:m to be ineffective and
 
if these attitudes are manifested in lower rates ctf
 
:i ^
 
reporting to the police, then clearjLy, the goal of| equal
 
access will not be met" (1988, p. 32). Police are a
 
component of our criminal justice system. The putslic must
 
have faith in police in order for the police to dq their job
 
i
 
properly. If certain segments of s(Dciety do not rleport
 
]
 
r
 
crimes or believe that the police a e not willing ior able to
 
assist them, this by definition, ma!ces the police I
 
ineffective for those segments of sDciety. Police cannot
 
  
 
solve crimes of which they are unaw are. This lack of faith
 
I ;
 
creates a vicious cycle in which th2 public feels |the police
 
are ineffectual, comes to distrusts the police, does not
 
report or cooperate with the prosecation of crime^, making
 
I
 
the job of catching criminals even more difficult ifor the
 
police, and, in turn, making the po Lice seem even more
 
ineffective.
 
Socialization
 
Various researchers have examined this trust
 
relationship between individuals an J society. One study
 
(Shively and Larson, 1989) studied inder and over-

I
 
socialization, and found that, to tle over-sociali|zed
 
person, "people of authority in society are objects of
 
■ j 
special status and veneration. Thi^ mind-set implies a
 
legalistic morality that places law in the category of the
 
i .
 
absolute and social authorities bey<|3nd reproach" (1989, p.
 
1
 
276). Just the opposite seems to be true for the
 
j
 
undersocialized person who tend to lave less respect for
 
authority and authority figures, ar less orthodox in their
 
! ■ 
1 ;
 
behavior, and less patriotic (1989, p. 280). An earlier
 
study by Fagan (1981) showed that th'ose people who had been
 
socialized to support all legal insi:itutions would have more
 
i i
 
support for institutions such as th courts, as well. All
 
these characteristics could be inteirpreted as less] willing
 
i
 
to comply with the law. The under-socialized indijvidual may
 
be more biased toward the defense, \ifhile the over-socialized
 
8
 
individual would be more biased toward the prosecution if
 
chosen as a juror.
 
Obevinq the Law
 
Perhaps there is a strong rela-|:ionship betweqn the
 
public's perceptions of the court system and overall
 
willingness to comply with the law. If the public has faith
 
and trust in the system, they are m<bre likely to Relieve the
 
judicial system is valid and be mor(5 willing to comply with
 
the authority assigned to the police (as shown in the
 
Shively and Larson study) and the courts. Paradoxically, if
 
certain segments of the public have significantly less trust
 
in the police and courts, then those segments may be less
 
likely to obey the law, or at least those segments! will be
 
more negative and less cooperative. As Sarat puts'it, "Most
 
studies of compliance assume that l^gal officials Will be
 
limited in what they can and will do by popular attitudes as
 
to what is right and proper and by t:he public's willingness
 
to go along with official decisions" (1977, p. 431).
 
It does seem to be essential tliat citizens, i|.e.
 
I ,
potential jurors, have faith and corjjfidence in judges,
 
prosecutors, defense attorneys, and other courtroom
 
participants in order for the crimiral justice system to
 
function as it should. This is suppiorted by Rottet (1967,
 
i
 
p. 650), who said, "One of the most salient factors in the
 
effectiveness of our present complex social organization is
 
 the willingness of one or more individuals in a social unit
 
to trust others."
 
The Media and Public Trust
 
However, it is more difficult than one might|think to
 
i
 
find unbiased people who trust lawyers, judges, and police.
 
,
|
 
There are many factors in our current society whiqh affect
 
r,
 
the assignment of trust in authority figures. Jankowitz
 
infers that mass media, television in particular,'has a
 
cumulative effect and ultimately creates a political
 
suspicion, weakening political legitimacy (1991, p. 250).
 
Although Jankowitz did not specifically discuss public
 
[
 
suspicions of the judicial system, it is assumed that such
 
suspicions would spread across all areas of authority. The
 
i
 
media often depicts police, judges, and lawyers ae being
 
unethical or even criminal in their behavior. While this
 
I
 
may be the exception instead of the rule, it affects the
 
public's perceptions of these courtroom actors.
 
i
 
■ . . sWhether distrust results from political scancjal such as
 
the Clarence Thomas hearings, violations of civil jrights
 
such as in the recent trial of polipe officers in the Rodney
 
King beating, publicity concerning rime, or some jother
 
cause, many people in this country lave come to distrust the
 
police, judges, lawyers, and our justice system as a whole.
 
According to the 1963 Missouri Bar-Rrentice Hall survey,
 
'!
 
"When the reputation of the courts, or of the leg^l
 
I;
 
profession, is once tarnished, it i not easily reibuilt"
 
10
 
(1963, p. 173). This overall lack of trust could I eventually
 
result in a total breakdown of the current system; or at
 
least a revamping of the system.
 
In 1977, Sarat discussed what he called the "^crisis of
 
confidence,' which first surfaced in the late sixties and
 
has remained an important feature of contemporary!political
 
life." Sarat writes about the "crisis of confidence" in the
 
American court system which he states has "dissol"\7ed the
 
belief...that legal institutions in the United States are
 
supported by a basic and far reaching consensus concerning
 
procedures and substantive goals" (1977, p. 429). Laurence
 
H. Tribe, in his article entitled "Too Much Law, Too Little
 
Justice," discussed the problems which have arisen in our
 
litigious society from an ever increasing number of lawyers,
 
laws, and lawsuits. "An excess of law inescapably weakens
 
the rule of law. Frustrated citizens naturally distrust an
 
expensive, inefficient, frequently incomprehensible
 
nonsystem that often seems contrive1 to serve lawvers rather
 
than law. The scale of despair is alarming" (Tribe, 1980,
 
p. 544) (emphasis added).
 
The judicial system was create(|i to serve the Ipublic.
 
Public opinion is the determining factor in whetheir or not
 
the system is working as it should. Flanagan, et|al., noted
 
"Public attitudes also have implica rions for court; reform,
 
Public opinion is, at least to some extent, intert|wined with
 
i
 
both legislative and judicial decision making" (1985, p.
 
11
 
68). Flanagan, et al. also point out "The courts are a
 
reactive agency, dependent upon the public for input. The
 
courts also depend on the public to play certain roles. If
 
perceptions affect citizens' v?illingness to report crimes
 
and to serve as witnesses and juror3, these perceptions
 
become important to the very functiDning of the court"
 
(1985, p. 68).
 
If, for example, race is a significant factor in one's
 
level of trust, then perhaps our system should reevaluate
 
how it is perceived by that race, apd the causes of these
 
perceptions (and possible resulting bias). Kassin and
 
Juhnke suggested that jury selection procedures should be
 
modified to exclude jurors who have already served on a
 
trial resulting in a verdict (1983) Such a change would
 
eliminate the bias (if it exists) of those individuals with
 
prior exposure to the judicial system.
 
Purpose of the Study
 
The present research is important because it will
 
provide us with a better understandJ.ng of how the judicial
 
system is viewed by different segments of our population.
 
By using the demographic characteri£;tics of respondents and
 
their varying levels of trust, we will be able to determine
 
whether or not there is a valid relcitionship between those
 
|­
characteristics and trust levels anci perhaps determine if
 
certain changes need to be made witliin the system.
 
12
 
The primary purpose of this research is to determine
 
whether specific factors, for examp[Le economic status,
 
gender, race, and education level influence prospective
 
jurors' trust in courtroom actors, Secondarily, does
 
experience with the courts create a bias toward the various
 
courtroom actors who make up the ju j^licial system? If this
 
is determined to be the case, then our juries are not
 
fulfilling the purpose for which they were created, that is
 
the impartial administration of juslice.
 
13
 
  
CHAPTER 2 - Review of Previous Research!
 
Most of the juror research to date focuses oh what
 
types of individuals are more likely to convict or acquit
 
^i| '
 
criminal defendants and overall publie support fob the
 
Supreme Court. Little has been written with specific regard
 
to juror's biases or trust of courtroom actors, shch as 
;| 
judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, expert witnesses, or 
ll ; ■ 
police. Much of what has been written with regard to trust 
I 
or bias applies to death qualified jurors. Millei* suggests 
■ i! ' 
that the ability of the juror to evaluate the evi(ience
 
presented to him is hindered by "the underlying personal
 
prejudice brought about by testimony and court procedures"
 
!i ■ ■ ■ 
(1985, p. 11). '|| ■ 
Much of the previous research that has been done in 
• ■ r ■ 
this area is conflicting, as noted in recent research by
 
Flanagan, McGarrell, and Brown (1985). F1anagan,|McGarre11,
 
and Brown state: "Overall, previous research yielcks a
 
tenuous and contradictory portrait of public perceptions of
 
criminal courts. Pagan's work suggjests that related social
 
attitudes are more important determinants of these
 
;l
 
perceptions than are demographic characteristics of
 
respondents. Other research points to the importance of
 
contact, knowledge, experience, and satisfaction With court
 
experience as important dimensions in the formation of these
 
perceptions" (1985, p. 69).
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 The Significance of Demographic Variables
 
In many of the prior surveys similar to thisi;one,

i|
 
demographics are very significant, and in others, I they have
 
little or no bearing. The two common threads apparent in
 
almost all prior research concernin all aspects of the
 
>1
 
court are that the American public has very little actual
 
knowledge of the court system, and the more exposure the
 
:li
 
individual has to the court system, the lower his^or her
 
!|

confidence level is in it.
 
The study by Flanagan, McGarre11, and Brown Of the
 
ji ' ,
 
public perception of the courts covered some of the
 
li
 
i! '
 
variables which are considered in ttie survey data analyzed
 
herein (1985). Their data was taken from the ABC'News Poll
 
of Public Opinion on Crime taken in 1982. The survey items
 
include perceptions of crime, assessments of persgnal
 
safety, victimization experience (vicarious), evaluations of
 
police, courts, and corrections. Elucation level,i age,
 
;i
 
class, and racial mixture of the respondent's neighborhood
 
were the individual characteristics used in the arlalysis.
 
While Fagan, in an earlier study, had determined that
 
ij
 
"socio-demographic variables are relatively unimpcirtant in
 
explaining support for the courts" (1981, p. 414)I the
 
Flanagan et al. analysis results "strongly suggest| that the
 
influence of attitudes and demograpliic characteristics of
 
respondents are best considered jointly in examining
 
, li
 
perceptions of criminal courts" (1985, p. 75). Tliese
 
15
 
conflicting results again show us that there is little
 
consensus in prior research especially concerning
 
demographics.
 
Tyler Study of Procedural Justice
 
In 1988, Tom R- Tyler conducted a study of the criteria
 
individuals used to assess procedural justice. The
 
characteristics of sex, age, race, education, income, and
 
liberalism were asked of respondents, however, the results
 
of the analysis were not broken down with respect to each of
 
them. While the assessment of procedural justice is not the
 
focus of this thesis, Tyler's findings bear some relevance.
 
Tyler predicted that background characteristics of
 
citizens and their prior views or expectations of the police
 
and courts would influence their opinions of procedural
 
fairness. He surmised that to the more highly educated and
 
liberal, issues of ethicality would influence their
 
determination of fairness. Tyler found no evidence that
 
different types of people think about procedural fairness
 
differently. In other words, characteristics such as sex,
 
race, age, etc. are not a determining factor in whether or
 
not an individual believes he or she has been treated fairly
 
by those in authority (1988, p. 109). "The findings reported
 
strongly support the suggestion of prior research that a key
 
determinant of citizen reactions to encounters with legal
 
authorities is the respondents' assessment of the fairness
 
of the procedures used in that contact" (p. 128).
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 So in Tyler's study prior experience (or exposure) to
 
the justice system was significant in measuring th
e
 
respondent's evaluation of the system and demograp
hie
 
variables were not significant. The relevance of Tyler's
 
study to this thesis is in the fact that demograph
ic
 
characteristics were not a factor in the citizens'
 
assessment of fairness, while contact with legal a
uthorities
 
and the type of treatment received was significant
 
Is Gender Significant?
 
The 1985 study by Miller concluded that gender was
 
' i
 
significant with regard to a juror's verdict of guilt or
 
innocence. Miller found that males were more likely than
 
females to find the defendant guilty. He also found that
 
housewives were more likely to render a not guilty verdict
 
(50.5%). Guilt or innocence may not be exactly the same
 
I

thing as trust or distrust, but it does show a bias on the
 
part of the survey respondents. The demographic differences
 
which appeared in a Texas Bar Journal study showed that
 
women had a more positive view of 1awyers than did males
 
(Laguzza, 1991, p. 486). Again, there are conflicting data
 
' ■-j
with regard to gender as stated in the article by Diamond 
and Zeisel, "James Davis and his as: ociates, for example, 
found higher conviction rates among female jurors,; whereas 
Norbert, Kerr, David Nerenz, and Da"vid Herrick found that 
male jurors convict more often. Ottier studies have 
17
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
discovered no effect of juror gender on verdicts" i(1976, p.
 
930).
 
Race as a Significant Factor
 
Some prior research suggests that race is a ^jignificant
 
: I
 
factor in the placement of trust or the assessment! of
 
i i
 
fairness. "Difficulties in race relationships hay^,
 
!
 
likewise, been frequently related to expectancies of one
 
group that the verbal statement of the other cannot be
 
i i
 
accepted" (Rotter, 1967, p. 651). . 1
 In the same Texas Bar
 
' I
 
Journal study, Laguzza found that bLacks and Hispanics had a
 
■ ! 
more positive view of attorneys than did whites (1991).
 
Age is Known to be Significant
 
According to several studies, age was found to be
 
significant with regard to public ooinion about certain
 
. I
 
: i
 
courtroom participants. Shively an^ Larson discussed the
 
fact that "students are less likely than older population
 
groups to have a positive attitude oward police" and that
 
; i
 
students treated them in a "suspicij^us, authoritarian, and
 
restrictive manner" (1989, p. 276). Diamond and Zeisel
 
found age to be the only somewhat cjDnsistent significant
 
'' ■ I
variable concerning simulated trial They found that
 
younger jurors were more defense prone than their elders,
 
This coincides with Miller's findinc s^ that older jurors (58
 
years of age or older) were more licely to find the
 
N
 defendant guilty than to acquit the defendant (1985). In
 
i I
 
the Flanagan et al. study, age was ^ Iso significaht, and
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found to be the "strongest correlate, with older respondents
 
reporting more negative perceptions of the courts"; (1985, p.
 
75).
 
The Significance of Marital Status
 
In a study by Murty, Roebuck, and Smith of 60|0 black
 
respondents, married individuals tended to have a more
 
positive view of the police as a whble than did single
 
: i
 
individuals. Marriage was the second best predictor of a
 
positive image of the police in that study, after residence
 
(1990). While this sample consistei solely of blacks,
 
marital status was found to be a significant variable. Most
 
prior studies did not consider marital status as a| variable,
 
so there is not much data available with regard to! bias
 
.
 
produced by marital status. Becausb the Murty etikl. study
 
was made up of black respondents only, you could not
 
necessarily jump to the conclusion j^hat marital status would
 
be a significant factor with regard to trust or "a positive
 
image" for all races. Married indi-/iduals would probably be
 
older, so age may have an effect he:|re, as well.
 
The Significance of RroployTOPTil-

Employed blacks were shown to lave more support for the
 
police than others (Murty et al-, 1^90). Miller found an
 
interesting correlation between occupation and vetbicts
 
rendered: "blue collar and unemployed workers werk more
 
; I
 
likely to determine guilt than any cjther occupation" (1985,
 
p. 13). A determination of the guilt of the defendant does
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not necessarily coincide with a greater trust in the
 
prosecution, but it certainly does seem to show a lack of
 
trust in the defense or defendant.
 
The Significance of Income
 
Laguzza's study found that those with a household
 
income greater than $70,000.00 had the most negative
 
attitudes toward lawyers (1991). Marty, et al. found that
 
white collar blacks had a higher ov rail perception of the
 
police than did other subjects (1993). This could I be
 
'■ i 
construed to mean a more favorable ppinion and one|could 
conclude, therefore, a higher level of trust. 
t i 
I 
Is Education Significant? 
The Murty, et al. study showed that higher ed|hcation 
among blacks related to a more positive image of the police 
(1990). If police can be seen to b(5 on the side of the 
prosecution, this finding would seem to be contradicted by 
: i 
Miller, who found that jurors "with no college education 
i 
tended to find guilt more readily than more educated jurors" 
(1985, p. 13), indicating a lower le^vel of confidence in the 
defense. 
The significance of Prior Jury Expeii-ience 
Contact or prior experience wit:h the judicial ! system 
i
does seem to have a significant effeict on public perception, 
In a later study by Fagan (1987), a weak relationship was 
found between knowledge of the crimij]nal justice system and 
20 
  
 
 
support. Those respondents with increased knowledge 
generally had lower levels of support. 'i 
: j 
One of the conclusions of the study by the Na|tional 
i
 
Center for State Courts was that knowledge and exg)|erience 
■; i 
with the courts produced the highest levels of crifticism and 
; i
disapproval of the courts (1978). 
! i 
Kassin and Juhnke conducted an experiment concerning 
the effects of prior jury service oh various aspects of 
juror functioning using 114 undergraduate psychology 
" ! 
students. The students read a trial transcript and then 
participated in six person juries, Several days later, the 
students were given a second transcript and participated in 
juries which included new, inexperienced subjects.^ They 
i; I 
found no support for the hypothesis that prior service 
produced a judgmental bias toward guilt or innocence of the 
defendant, although they did find that the subjects' 
' i 
experience, relative to the experience of the new Subjects, 
had an influence on their satisfaction with the trial 
process (Kassin and Juhnke, 1983) However, they did find 
that respondents with prior experieilice were a negative 
influence on the subjects with no experience. 
While the results of this study are interesting, the 
findings could hardly be generalized to the public' as a 
''i 
whole. For one thing, the sample is; very small and 
specialized. Undergraduate students suggests the sample 
consisted of younger individuals. Also, simply reading a 
21 
 trial transcript would not have the same effect on
 j
 
individuals as going through the jury selection process, or
 
actually participating in a trial a a juror.
 
Contrary to the findings of Ka^sin and Juhnkdl, however,
 
the Laguzza study did not find past jury experience to be
 
significant with regard to a positi/e or negative|/iew of
 
lawyers (1991). Other courtroom pa ticipants werd not
 
included in the study.
 
Willingness to Serve
 
No past research could be found specifically j;: •elating
 
to a potential jurors willingness t serve on a jd:•y and his
 
■ ' f. 
or her trust or image of the judicial system. Willingness
 
to serve may very well prove to be the most interpsting part
 
of this research since there is lit le or no priori research
 
I;
 
specifically focussing on this queslion. I
 
Levels of Support for Various Courtoroom Participan
 
Support for Police;
 
Fagan notes that public opinioiji surveys consistently
 
show high levels of support for police as a whole (1981, p.
 
404). This result is proved again |.n a study of 600 black
 
i;­
respondents regarding their attitud^s toward pollcle. Sixty-

i,
 
five percent of the respondents hel an overall pdsitive
 
opinion of the police. Older, marr|.ed, white coliar, high
 
levels of education, and being empltjiyed were the demographic
 
variables which coincided with the bositive opinipns (Murty,
 
i;
 
et al, 1990). While positive opiniptn is not the same thing
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as "trust" they can be construed to be similar, anjd
 
ii I
 
inferences can be drawn. Unfortunately, we know much less
 
about racially-oriented attitudes toward other courtroom
 
participants.
 
Roberts (1992) discussed a 1989 poll taken iip Colorado
 
concerning the criminal justice process. Respondents rated
 
|:
 
police highest although they also said they felt crime rates
 
h
 
were high and were going to continue to rise. Roberts
 
opined that the public holds the courts and correcjtional
 
authorities more responsible than the police for Increases
 
in crim6 (1992, p. 140). This same poll revealed j very
 
' I
 
i !

negative attitudes toward the court3 (with the exception of
 
the U.S. Supreme Court) and judges received the worst
 
ratings of all. District attorneys and public defenders
 
rated somewhere between the police ^nd judges.
 
Support for Courts:
 
These results affirmed an earlier survey (1978) by the
 
H
 
National Center for State Courts entitled "The Public Image
 
of the Courts: Highlights of a National Survey of :i:he
 
!' I
General Public, Judges, Lawyers, and Community Le^jiers."
 
Thirty-seven percent of the respondents to this siiirvey
 
reported low confidence in the courts, and those liaving the
 
greatest knowledge and experience with the courts lexpressed
 
the most dissatisfaction.
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 Support for Lawyers:
 
The results of a recent telephDne survey (Lagjuzza,
 
1991) yielded some surprising results regarding lajwyers'
 
public images. Overall, most people had a negati"^e opinion
 
of attorneys, however a large percentage also recbgnized the
 
i'
 
1

need for attorneys in today's society. In this particular 
survey, published in the Texas Bar Journal. it is 
interesting to note that prior jury experience did not have 
an effect on the respondents' positive or negative image of 
lawyers. The demographic differences were intere ting, as 
well:
 
People who held more positive attitudes 
about lawyers can be characterized as 
follows: female, under age 30 or over 
age 60, Black or Hispanic, not college 
educated, and family incobe less than 
$30,000. The group that held the most 
negative attitudes had the following 
characteristics: white, ale, between 
ages 30 and 60, college educated, and 
family income of more than $70,000 
(Laguzza, 486). 
This survey data certainly shows again that demographic 
'i
 
characteristics are related to the public's opinidn of 
!'■ 
lawyers. There is other data to suggest that attprney 
impression-making skills can strongly influence outsiders' 
perceptions of that attorney's competence (Linz, 1986: 283) 
In an article published in Criminal Justice. a puplication 
of the American Bar Association, Hugh L. Schwartz [; and Jean 
J. Flemming (1988) discussed a civi1 case in a smUll town 
where the defense counsel had the choice of using local 
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 attorneys in their branch office, o r attorneys frqin their
 
!I
 
main office to defend the case. Thp local counseij felt that
 
the jurors would have a strong bias against the "l|ig city
 
attorneys" which might affect the vf^rdict. A poll! was taken
 
of the local residents on the issue The results:bf the
 
i:
 
poll showed that there was only one group perceived less
 
li j
 
favorably by local residents than tle big city attforneys.
 
That group was Libyans. Unfortunately, the data from the
 
i;|
 
poll were not broken down by race, gender, age, or! other
 
independent variables so it is not possible to determine (or
 
!!
 
even speculate about) what types of individuals held the
 
attorneys in the lowest esteem, or what types of individuals
 
i i
 
placed trust in the attorneys. ,]l j
 
li ! .
 
Sarat (1977) discusses a study by Rockwell in Boston in
 
1968 which showed that the two important factors in
 
f. n
 
!: j
 
explaining favorable and unfavorable attitudes toward
 
attorneys are socioeconomic status and prior experience with
 
attorneys. In that study, and several others, loWer income
 |i
 
groups tended to have less trust in attorneys and[believed
 
that they charged too much for their services, Some studies
 
r'
 
have shown that trust in attorneys tends to diminish in
 
I
 
■ !' I 
individuals who have had occasion to use legal services. 
li i
 
il i
 
Little of the previous researcti in this areaijihas
 
:ii !
 
considered marital status as a possible significaiit factor
 
ii {

with regard to juror bias. One mig!tit postulate tljet married
 
respondents would be more conservative (possibly because of
 
25
 
age), but this is not necessarily tbe case. Fagani (1981, p.
 
406) predicted that there would be "an inverse relationship
 
between conservatism and support for the courts." ,
 
Certainly, a definitive statement cannot be made with regard
 
to conservatism and marital status, and regrettably, no
 
questions were asked of the respondents to this survey as to
 
whether they considered themselves conservative of liberal.
 
However, the analysis of the marital status variable could
 
lead to further study. 1
 
Summary : l
 
What can be concluded from this literature review? The
 
findings of previous studies done in this area all seem to
 
contradict one another. However, the majority of studies
 
reviewed concluded that demographic variables were-

significant with regard to individuals' opinions pif the
 
legal system and the various components thereof. Prior
 
exposure to the legal system was also significant in those
 
j
 
studies which included previous experience as a vafiable.
 
But it is difficult to draw any conclusions about any of the
 
i! i
 
other variables considered in this study since the; prior
 
research is conflicting. The studies do show thabj overall,
 
the public has a very negative opinJ.on of the courlt system.
 
26
 
  
 
CHAPTER 3 - Methc dology:
 
The purpose of this research is to examine tlaree
 
issues: (1) Do certain types of indi viduals have itipre trust
 
I ''
 
in courtroom actors than others? (2') If so, what j

If !
 
characteristics are associated with the varying Ipyels of
 
r j
 
trust? (3) Is there a bias toward tshe prosecution or defense
 
by certain individuals of a certain race, gender, ipr
 
education level?
 
For example, if groups with lower education levels tend
 
to be more trusting of the defendant and defense attorney
 
then, conversely, those groups with higher education should
 
place more trust in the prosecution, One might also
 
: I ■ 
speculate that white respondents would have more tpust in 
the judicial system overall than either of the otHer two
 
1
 
races of respondents analyzed here. This stems ftom the
 
fact that, per capita, greater numbers of Hispanicjfe and
 
blacks are arrested and convicted of crimes than vihites.
 
The level of education attained by 1:he individual respondent
 
should have an effect on levels of 1:rust. Do those with a
 
I' !
higher education place more confidence in the poli|j:e and
 
prosecutorial side of the judicial system, or becajuse of
 
their education, are they perhaps more critical arid
 
discernirig?
 
Prosecution Versus Defense
 
By grouping several of the variables togetherias
 
[ ;
 
"Prosecution" actors and "Defense" cictors, it may be
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possible to see a significant difference in the livel of
 
trust certain individuals place in one group or tike other.
 
The courtroom participants were not grouped this ^ ay in the
 
H
 
original survey- However, because the American jhdiciary is
 
E 1
 
based on an adversarial system, most people would Jlrecognize
 
; j
 
I' i
 
that there are two separate groups acting within t,he
 
courtroom setting, i.e., the prosecution and the defense.
 
'i j

For purposes of this analysis, the prosecutor, the; police, 
li I ■ 
and the prosecution witness will be grouped togetljier as 
"Prosecution" actors. "Defense" actors will incigde the
 
defense attorney, the defendant, and defense witnesses,
 
Although some might also include the judge with th'e
 
if i
 
prosecution actors, the judge, theoretically, is supposed to
 
1: 1
 
remain impartial, as a referee without a bent toward either
 
i
 
the prosecution or defense. Police also could be considered
 
impartial but in most trials police are called oniiks
 
!" '
 
witnesses for the prosecution. This is probably because the
 
I I
 
police are involved in the arrest of those to be Charged
 
with a crime and tried. Without an initial arrest, there
 
can be no trial. The prosecution m.ast prove guil1|., and the
 
police often testify for the prosecution to verif;^
 
.[
 
information from police reports, witness statements, etc.
 
The defense of an individual is generally not basbd on
 
testimony provided by police officers. For purposes of this
 
thesis, police will be considered prosecution actors.
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The Research Questions
 
Based on evidence from the ressarch review, ihis thesis
 
;i I 
will examine four research question These questions are 
') j 
stated as follows: 
■ I 
1) What characteristics, if any, of prospective
 
jurors are associated with more or less trust in judges?
 
2) What characteristics, if any, of prospective
 
1 j,
jurors are associated with more or jless trust in jlrosecution
 
actors?
 
3) What characteristics, if kny, of prospective
 
jurors are associated with more or less trust in defense
 
actors?
 
4) If there are bivariate characteristics of
 
prospective jurors associated with rust in courtroom
 
actors, which of these characteristics are most important in
 
predicting trust in prosecutorial and defense sidqs?
 
The first three research questions require bivariate
 
i' i
 
analyses of the data to determine specific characteristics.
 
' i
 
The research review indicates that certain variables,
 
!i I
 
particularly race, age, and gender will affect trust. The
 
I
 
fourth research question assumes that statistically
 
significant differences exist and rejquires a multiyariate
 
analysis to generate a "profile" of those most likely to
 
trust either the prosecutorial and defense "sides": of a
 
trial.
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Data Collection
 
The data used in this analysis were gathered|by a 1986
 
■ I ■
mailed survey, entitled Special Survey on Jury and Trial
 
E
 
Issues. The survey was funded by the Survey Research
 
I
 
Program of the Criminal Justice Center at Sam Houston State
 
I I
University, Huntsville, Texas. i 
l i 
The Sample i: ' 1 
' ■ ■ ■ !! 
An initial simple random sample of 10,000 Te^as
 
It !
 
li I
 
Driver's License and identification card holders iia.s drawn
 
from which a smaller (2,000) random sample was drawn. Those
 
!l
 
■ i! 
2,000 individuals received the survey instrument.!
 
; ■ , !|! ^ 
Therefore, the sampling frame consists of Texans,|eligible
 
to drive or possessing an identification card. T|iose 2,000
 
individuals were then sent a pre-survey letter in|an attempt
 
' . ■ ' ii 
to increase the survey response rate. The letteri:explained
 
the purpose of the survey. One week after the letter was
 
■ . . I . 
sent, a questionnaire package containing a cover letter, a 
}■ I 
return envelope, and a twelve page questionnaire <bn jury and 
j; 
trial issues. If no response was received, a foilow-up 
letter was mailed, and if there was still no response, a 
second survey package was mailed. A fifth and fiijal letter 
was mailed to those who did not respond within ten days of 
the mailing date of the second questionnaire package. 
Follow up notices were sent in an attempt to increase the 
number of responses. Survey confidentially was assured by 
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assigning numbers to each survey booklet in orderlto keep
 
track of the survey responses.
 
The return rate for the survey was adjusted after
 
eliminating 76 subjects determined by the post office to be
 
if
I I
 
deceased or "nonforwardable." This created a total sample
 
k I
 
size of 1,389 respondents for an unadjusted return! rate of
 
69.5 percent. An adjusted return rate of 72.0 pebpent
 
(1,389 responses) was achieved by subtracting deceased and
 
nonforwardables from the original s|ample. :|
 
Although the survey covered a wide range of ipsues, for
 
purpose of this analysis, we will ohly be looking?at those
 
questions and responses concerning trust placed in courtroom
 
personnel, and the individual characteristics assc^ciated
 
therewith. The questions which will be covered hdre are
 
those found in Section II of the survey, specifically, Nos.
 
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, and 20 (See
 
The question from which the dependent variabik was
 
derived was stated as follows:
 
"The media (TV, newspapers, radio) give us a H
 
picture of court cases as a struggle between T
 
opposing sides. Thinking about court cases
 
in general, how do you feel about the "TRUST'(!
 
you can place in each of thesp individuals
 
during a trial?"
 
An eleven point scale was then presented, with zero
 
i
 
equalling no trust at all, and ten Equalling complpte trust,
 
Question No. 12 asks for the level of trust in the! Judge, 
I ■ 
Question No. 13 asks for the level of trust in thpi 
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Prosecutor, Question No. 14 asks for the level ofitrust in
 
ii
 
the Defense Attorney, Question No. 15 asks for the level of
 
trust in the Police, Question No. 16 asks for the level of
 
trust in the Defendant, Question No. 19 asks for ihe level
 
!|
 
of trust in the Witness for the Prosecution, and Question
 
No. 20 asks for the level of trust in the Witness for the
 
Defense.
 
The term "trust" was not defined in the survey, but for
 
purposes of this thesis, trust will be defined asl;
 
"confidence in the integrity, ability, character, and truth
 
of another person or thing" (American Heritage Dictionary,
 
1985: 1300). The researchers declined to define trust
 
'■f I 
because it is a commonly used and understood wordij A 
'i I 
ii i 
definition would have lengthened the instructions iknd 
potentially decreased the response rates. l l 
The Independent VariablcjR
 iI 
Nine independent variables were considered ftr each of 
the questions. The independent variables considered were 
the respondent's gender, race, age marital status, 
employment status, household income level, educational 
i; i 
I'! ■ 
level, whether or not the respondent has served oiij a 
. ■ . Ii
criminal jury, and the respondent's willingness to] serve on 
I 
a jury.
 1 'I 
I I 
I I 
Gender: Respondents were asked to indicate lif they
i' l 
were female or male. The respondents for this variable 
include 711 females, making a valid percent of 51J9, and 660 
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 males, making a valid percent of 48.1. There were 1,371
 
valid cases. According to the 1987
 census figurejj taken by
 
the United States Bureau of the Census, 52.4 percejnt of the
 
residents of the State of Texas are female and 47i6 percent
 
i' ;
 
are male. The percents of males and females in th;e survey
 
sample confirm that, with regard to gender the sample is
 
fairly representative of the general population at| the time
 
of the survey.
 
Race: For race, the respondent was asked j bo
 
identify oneself as either white, black, Mexican-Aitierican or
 
Hispanic, American Indian, Asian or Pacific Islander, or
 
'I i
 
f I
 
other. Three of these categories of responses were used in
 
this analysis: white, black, and Hispanic. There were a
 
i
 
total of 1,041 white respondents, 79 black respondents, and
 
204 Hispanic respondents. The vali1 percent of white
 
respondents was 76.2. The valid percent of black:
 
i
 
respondents was 5.8, and the valid percent of Hispanic
 
respondents was 14.9. Note: Forty-three respondents under
 
the independent variable race fell into a categor]^;! i other
 
than white, black, or Hispanic, i.e. American Ind:|an, Asian,
 
Pacific Islander, or other. Those respondents ma4e up only
 
I
3.2 percent of the total number of respondents and; are not
 
included in this analysis. The sur'ii^ey sample is
 
underrepresentative of blacks based on both national census
 
I: I
 
data and Texas census data. The su;:rvey also greatfly
 
underrepresents Hispanics as far as the Texas Hispanic
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 population goes (McConnell, 1989). The Texas Hispanic
 
population, according to 1987 census data, was approximately
 
li ■ 
21 percent (McConnell, 1989), which is a difference from the
 
!
 
survey sample of 6 percentage points (McConnell, ii989).
 
Age: The actual age of the respendent was asked in the
 
survey. For this analysis, the ageb of respondent^ were
 
il l
 
collapsed into five categories (29 or younger, 30-|39, 40-49,
 
Im
 
50-59, and 60+. There were 1,357 valid cases with 39.6
 
percent of the respondents in the 29 or younger grpup, 25.8
 
I; j
 
percent in the 30-39 group, 15.0 percent placed iiij the 40-49
 
group, 9.9 percent in the 50-59 group, and 9.7 in iithe 60+
 
group. Both the national median age of 31.8 and phe Texas
 
median age of 29.3 are younger than the respondent! median
 
age of 33. The median sample age i^ older because; the
 
national and Texas median ages range from the youhgest
 
person to the oldest person in the population, whiile the
 
sample is based only on Texas drivers license and
 
identification card holders (McConnpll, 1989)
 
Marital Status: The survey contained six possible
 
categories for marital status, but again, for this analysis,
 
only two value labels (single and mcirried) were usdd. For
 
this variable there were 1,359 valid cases. 38.6 percent of
 
the respondents were single, and 61 4 percent of t
 
respondents were married. There were 28 missing ckses for
 
this group. The respondent sample is more represe tative of
 
the national population as far as marital status gbes. 62.9
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percent of those persons over the age of 18 were married
 
according to the national populaticn, whereas only 53.6
 
percent of Texans over 15 were married at the tim- of the
 
survey (McConnell, 1989).
 
Employment Status; The survey allowed for eight
 
possible responses under employment status. These were
 
i i
 
consolidated into five categories (full-time, part-time.
 
unemployed, retired, and student), There were 1,330 valid
 
cases for this variable. 61.1 percent of those responses
 
were employed full-time, 8.0 percent were employee^ part-

time, 14.9 percent were unemployed, 7.3 percent were
 
, i
 
retired, and 8.7 percent were students.
 
: i
 
! I .
 
Household Income: The approximate (to the nearest
 
$1,000) income of the household of the respondent Ifor the
 
previous year (1985) was solicited by the survey. ; This
 
information was then collapsed into five categories ($19,000
 
i
 
or less, $20,000 to $39,000, $40,000 to $59,000, $60,000 to
 
i
 
I
 
$99,000, and $100,000+). There were 1,228 valid cases for
 
this variable. Of those responses, 27.9 percent had an
 
income of $19,000.00 or less, 38.3 percent had an|||income of
 
$20,000 to $39,000, 22.1 percent had an income of $40,000 to
 
$59,000, 9.0 percent had an income of $60,000 to $99,000,
 
and 2.8 percent had an income of $100,000+ for the previous
 
year. The national median income at the time of the survey
 
was approximately $27,700.00 (McGonnell, 1989, p. ill5) The
 
median income of sample respondents was slightly higher at
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$30,000.00. This difference may be accounted for by the
 
fact that the respondent sample is also slightly older than
 
the national and Texas median ages
 
Educational Level; Although the original sup'vey
ji
 
contained fifteen possible categories for the number of
 
years of schooling completed by the respondent, in; this
 
analysis these categories were consolidated into five
 
h.
 
t i
 
values: less than a high school diploma, a high sphool
 
diploma, some college, a college degree, or a graduate
 
t
 
degree. For this variable, there were 1,352 valid; cases.
 
The valid percent of respondents with less than a high
 
school diploma was 17.9. The valid percent of respondents
 
with a high school diploma was 26.4 percent. The valid
 
percent of respondents with some college was 32.7.i The
 
valid percent of respondents with a college degree;was 15.8,
 
and the valid percent of respondents with a graduate degree
 
was 7.2. There were 27 missing cases for this grchp.
 
Nationally, 38.4 percent of the population are higji school
 
graduates, approximately 17 percent (16.9) have some
 
college, and almost 20 percent (19.4) have at least one
 
college degree (McConnell, 1989). i
 
1: i
 
Prior Jury Experience: Respondents were ashed to
 
indicate whether or not they had served on a jury,;'and if
 
so, whether that service was on a civil jury or a priminal
 
jury? The value labels for this vai'iable are no sprvice,
 
civil jury, and criminal jury. This variable was condensed.
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There were 1,379 valid cases. Of ttose cases 79.8| percent
 
had never served on a jury. Civil jury service md;de up 8.6
 
' 1
 
percent of those respondents who had served, and criminal
 
juries made up the remaining 11.6 percent. While i jthe
 
responses for civil jury service were included in!the
 
! i
 
analysis, there is no specific category for plaintiff or
 
plaintiff's attorney. It should also be noted thht while
 
those with civil jury experience could have just as much
 
general exposure to police as those with criminal jury
 
experience, police are not usually participants in| civil
 
trials.
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TABLE 1
 
RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
 
Demographic N of
 
characteristic Respondentk
 
Gender 1371
 
Male 660
 
Female 711
 
Race 1324
 
White 1041
 
Black 79
 
Hispanic 204
 
Age 1349
 
17 - 29 533
 
30 - 39 348
 
40 - 49 203
 
50 - 59 134
 
60 + 131
 
Marital Status 1351
 
Single 519
 
Married 832
 
Employment Status 1330
 
Full-time 813
 
Part-time 106
 
Unemployed 198
 
Retired 97
 
Student 116
 
Household Income 1228
 
0 - 19k 342
 
20k - 39k 470
 
40k - 59k 272
 
60k - 99k 110
 
100k + 34
 
Percdnt of
 
Respondents
 
48.1
 
51.9
 
76
 
5.8
 
14.9
 
39.5
 
25.8
 
15.0
 
38
 
61
 
61.1
 
8.0
 
14
 
7.3
 
27.9
 
38.3
 
22.1
 
9.0
 
2.8
 
(TABLE 1 Icontinued)
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TABLE 1 - corit.
 
RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS
 
Demographic N of
 
characteristic Respondent
 
Education Level 1352
 
Less than High School 242
 
High School Diploma 357
 
Some College 442
 
College Degree 214
 
Graduate Degree 97
 
Prior Jury Service 1379
 
No Service 1100
 
Civil Jury 119
 
Criminal Jury 160
 
Willing to Serve as a Juror 1352
 
Low 302
 
Medium 508
 
High 542
 
Percent of
 
Respdhdents
 
17.9
 
26.4
 
32.7
 
15.8
 
7.2
 
79.8
 
8.6
 
11.6
 
22.3
 
37.6
 
S40.1
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 willingness to Serve as a Juror:
 
Willingness to serve on a jury- was measured by an
 
eleven point scale. Zero on this s ale equaling '[would
 
never want to serve," and ten equaling "would always want to
 
serve." These responses were grouped into three categories
 
!' '
 
of low, medium, and high. The low bategory contained
 
responses of zero to three. The medium category contained
 
responses ranging from four through seven, with the high 
category containing those responses ranging from bight 
through ten. For this variable, there were 1,352 ■valid 
cases. Of those cases, 22.3 percent made up the low 
category, 37.6 percent made up the medium, and 40.j;! percent 
made up the high category. It is interesting to rjote that 
;; Ithe medium and high categories for willingness to |serve on a 
jury were both larger than the low category. Tabljie 1 
[ ' 
depicts the number and percentage of respondents for each 
category. I 
Methodological Limitations 
There is some loss of represent:ativeness in the sample 
because of the fact that individuals; not holding a^ l current 
Texas driver's license or identifics.tion card werejlnot 
included in the initial sample. However, because ihhe focus 
of the study is on prospective juror:s, those in thb Texas 
ii I ,
drivers' license or identification q;ard holder listings are 
|: 
a particularly appropriate sampling frame as jurorq in Texas 
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are selected from license and identification card holder
 
lists.
 
As with any analysis, there is always the possibility
 
that the effects have been influenced by or are thie direct
 
result of experimental error. Using the correct ajnalysis
 
technique can curtail the possibility of experimental error,
 
but cannot eliminate it.
 
I
 
Initially, an analysis of variance was used fbr each of
 
the independent variables to determine the level of trust
 
assigned to each of the seven courtroom participants. The
 
only exceptions to this were gender and marital status.
 
The t-test was used to analyze the gender and; marital
 
■ I 
status variables because it is generally considered the most
 
i
 
powerful, and frequently used test of a hypothesis for
 
comparing two samples. It is not considered valid! for more
 
than two samples (Roscoe, 1975: 292
)•
 
The one-way analysis of variance was used for; all
 
variables other than gender and mari tal status because the
 
other variables have more than two ategories. The
 
mathematical assumptions behind a simple analysis pf
 
variance are basically the same as those for a t-test
 
(Roscoe, 300; Gravetter and Wallnau, 288). The advantage to
 
using an analysis of variance is that more than twb
 
populations can be compared (Gravetter and Wallnau, 290).
 
The trust variables are metric ordinal and were treated in
 
41
 
this analysis as if they were interval (rating thd level of
 
trust from 0 through 10).
 i
 
A standard .05 level of significance will be used for
 
all variables. The final method of analysis includes a
 
multiple classification analysis, This technique allows the
 
introduction of both factors (nominal and ordinal Idata) and
 
i
 
!
 
co-variates (interval level data) in an effort to |determine
 
t
 
which variables have the greatest effect on levels of trust.
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CHAPTER 4 - Results
 
The, value of this research may be seen in the way in
 
which juries are chosen in the future. It may be necessary
 
to rethink the basic premise that being judged by |a "jury of
 
peers" will produce a just and fair verdict. If tlhose
 
respondents with less trust in the defense actors are more
 
likely to believe the prosecution, then it should follow
 
that they would be more willing to convict the defendant if
 
1 \ ■ 
they were chosen as a juror. This ould lead to sbrious 
repercussions such as convicting the innocent, and| not
 
I
 
■ ■ , j ■ 
convicting the guilty simply because of a prior biks on the
 
part of the juror.
 
By grouping the prosecution and defense courtroom
 
participants separately, it is possible to see if certain
 
types of individuals carry a specific bias, either toward or
 
against the prosecution or defense.
 
Trust in Judges
 
There were only three significant variables for predicting
 
the respondents' trust in judges, Those were race, income,
 
and willingness to serve (see Table 2). Hispanics placed
 
the highest trust in judges, over w:tiite and black
 
respondents. Those respondents who ]tad the lowest income and
 
1
 
I
 
those who were the least willing to serve on juriefe also had
 
the least trust in judges. However, the overall mkans
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TABLE 2
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN JUDGE BY CHARAC]PERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent
 
characteristics
 
Gender
 
Male
 
Female
 
Race
 
White
 
Black
 
Hispanic
 
Age
 
17-29
 
30 - 39
 
40 - 49
 
50 - 59
 
60 +
 
Marital Status
 
Single
 
Married
 
Employment Status
 
Full-time
 
Part-time
 
Unemployed
 
Retired
 
Student
 
Household Income
 
0 - 19k
 
20k - 39k
 
40k - 59k
 
60k - 99k
 
100k +
 
Standard ;
 
Mean Deviation N Prob."­
i
 
1092 ; .473
 
7.4170 2.157 566
 
7.5114 2.190 526 1
 
7.4591 1307 .005
 
7.4573 2.223 1030
 
6.7467 2.646 75 ;
 
7.7327 2.338 202
 
7.4392 1341 .122
 
7.6089 2.250 537 i
 
7.3017 2.205 348
 
7.5200 2.154 200 ■
 
7.2331 2.322 133
 
7.1789 2.576 123 ;
 
1345 .565
 
7.4058 2.314 520
 
7.4788 2.238 825
 
7.4695 1329 : .307
 
7.4791 2.173 812
 
7.3462 2.452 104 ;
 
7.4020 2.409 199 I
 
7.2105 2.604 95 :
 
7.8319 2.104 119
 
7.4674 1226 .039
 
7.1901 2.603 342 ;
 
7.5809 2.123 470
 
7.5019 1.991 269
 
7.8288 1.741 111
 
7.2353 1.875 34
 
ij
 
i
 
1
 
(TABLE 2 Continued)
 
i
 
44
 j
 
.
 
117 
TABLE 2 - cont. 
 1
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN JUDGE BY CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Deviation N
 
Educational Level 7.4432 1347
 
Less Than HS 7.1261 2.861 238
 
HS grad. 7.5337 2.362 356
 
Some Coll. 7.5814 2.029 442
 
Coll. Degree 7.4326 1.932 215
 
Grad. Degree 7.2813 1.917 96
 
Prior Juror
 
Experience 7.4415 1368
 
No service 7.3803 2.319 1094
 
Civil 7.6810 2.083 116
 
Criminal 7.6899 2.025 158
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror 7.4354 1346
 
Low 6.5791 2.859 297
 
Medium 7.4361 1.999 509
 
High 7.9056 2.001 540
 
T-Test used with gender and marital status. 

with all other variables.
 
Prob."­
136
 
,000
 
Xnova used
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 for the levels of trust in judges by all the variables are
 
much higher than the levels of trust for any other courtroom
 
actor (see Table 2).
 
Trust in Prosecution Actors
 
Prosecutors: The varying le^}■els of trust in 
prosecutors are shown in Table 3. For this question, there 
were a number of significant variables. Again, race and 
I 
i 
willingness to serve were significcint as well as "^he 
respondents' level of schooling, trial experience^ and 
marital status. Hispanic respondents placed morejtrust in 
prosecutors than did white or black respondents. |Single 
people had less trust than did married people. Although the 
■ ■ ' ' . I 
difference in the level of trust for this variable is very 
small, it is significant. Those respondents with the least 
amount of schooling were the least trusting of prqsecutors. 
Interestingly, the level of trust iincreased as the level of 
schooling increased. For trial exp€erience, those I 
respondents who had never served or. a jury had less trust 
than either those who had served on a civil jury or a 
criminal jury. Those with prior criminal jury experience 
had the greatest amount of trust in prosecutors, As with 
the judge, those respondents who were least willing to serve 
on a jury had the least amount of trust in the prosecutor. 
Conversely, those with the greatest willingness to serve 
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TABLE 3
 i
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN PRpJ3ECUTOR BY 
 i
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF R]HSPONDENTS
 
Respondent Stand;ard 
characteristics Mean Devialbion N Prob.^ 
j 
Gender 1088 .33 
2 Male 5.5947 ;2.289 i 565 
Female 5.7304 2.320 523 
Race 5.5664 1303 .002 
White 5.6066 2.268 1027 i 
Black 4.6800 2.824 75 
Hispanic 5.6915 2.344 201 i 
Age 5.5674 1336 .170 
17 - 29 5.3818 2.133 537 
30 - 39 5.6225 2.407 347 i 
40-49 5.7828 2.465 198 
50 - 59 5.6992 2.302 133 : 
60 + 5.7355 2.587 121 i 
Marital Status 1340 .002 
Single 5.3436 2.345 518 ; 
Married 5.7494 2.284 822 
Employment Status 5.5687 1324 .290 
Full-time 5.6279 2.233 809 ; 
Part-time 5.2115 2.682 104 
Unemployed 5.6080 2.369 199 i 
Retired 5.7097 2.496 93 
Student 5.3025 2.298 119 
' 
Household Income 5.6129 1222 .532 
0 - 19k 5.4353 2.513 340 
20k - 39k 5.6489 2.361 470 
40k - 59k 5.7378 2.165 267 
60k - 99k 5.6396 1.901 111 
100k + 5.8235 2.367 34 
(TABLE 3 ccmtinued) 
1
 
!
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1
 
TABLE 3 - coht.
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN PROSECUTOR BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF R!ESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Devic.tion N Prob.^
 
Educational Level 5.5760 1342 I 050
 
Less Than HS 5.1864 2.5811 236 I
 
HS grad. 5.6073 2.24z 354 j
 
Some Coll. 5.6281 2.401 441 i
 
Coll. Degree 5.6977 1.93S 215 i
 
Grad. Degree 5.9063 2.294 96 ;
 
Prior Juror
 
Experience 5.5781 1363 .000
 
No service 5.4625 2.32C 1092
 
Civil 5.8707 2.497 116
 
Criminal 6.1742 2.108 155
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror 5.5917 1342 .000
 
Low 4.6622 2.565 296
 
Medium 5.6994 2.058 509
 
High 6.0019 2.298 537
 
T-test used with gender and marital status, ANOVA used
 
with all other variables.
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 also had the most trust. However, the amount of thrust in
 
i
 
the prosecutor for all three levels of willingnes^ was less
 
than the trust placed in judges.
 
i
 
Police: There were five sighifleant variables for
 
trust in police (Table 4). Those five were race, marital
 
■ I ' 
status, employment, trial experience, and willingness to
 
serve. White respondents had the greatest trust (quite a
 
lot higher than blacks) with Hispanics in the middle.
 
I
 
•!
 
Married people were more trusting of police than were single
 
■ . 
people. Interestingly, students and retired respondents had
 
I
 
more trust in police than did the full-time employed, the
 
part-time employed, or the unemployed. Those with criminal
 
trial experience had the greatest trust of police,! with
 
i
 
civil trial experience second, and those who had not had any
 
trial experience at all with the lowest trust lev^l. Those
 
respondents with the least willingness to serve on a jury
 
again also had the lowest trust in police. Those most
 
willing had the highest trust level
 
Prosecution Witness: Levels of trust in the
 
prosecution witness are shown in Tsble 5. Gender, race,
 
schooling, trial experience and wiijlingness to serve were
 
the significant variables. Female^ had more trust in the
 
prosecution witness than did males. Respondents with less
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TABLE 4
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN POLICE BY CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Deviation N Prob.^
 
Gender
 
Male
 
Female
 
Race
 
White
 
Black
 
Hispanic
 
Age
 
17 - 29
 
30 - 39
 
40 - 49
 
50-59
 
60 +
 
Marital Status
 
Single
 
Married
 
Employment Status
 
Full-time
 
Part-time
 
Unemployed
 
Retired
 
Student
 
Household Income
 
0 - 19k
 
20k - 39k
 
40k - 59k
 
60k - 99k
 
100k +
 
1090 i 172 
6.3186 2.405 565 i 
6.1162 2.47 525 I 
6.1716 1305 000 
6.3275 2.429 1029 
4.5600 2.605 75 ; 
5.9751 2.608 201 :j 
6.1592 1338 i 194 
6.2328 2.473 537 i 
5.8905 2.448 347 I 
6.2800 2.534 200 i 
6.1654 2.556 133 ! 
6.3967 2.570 121 I 
i 
1342 i 000 
5.8745 2.630 518 : 
6.3641 2.399 824 I 
6.1719 1326 I 012 
6.0666 2.418 811 i 
6.1058 2.73 104 i 
6.0804 2.794 199 I 
6.4409 2.478 93 ! 
6.8909 2.185 119 i 
] 
,16756 1224 I 345 
97065, 2.701 340 i 
6.2234 2,490 470 i 
6.3717 2. 31C 269 
,07216  1,96 111 
05886. 2,34 34 
(TABLE 4 continued)
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TABLE 4 - cont.
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN POLICE BY CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Deviation N
 
Educational Level 6,1719 1344
 
Less Than HS 5,9364 2.789
 236
 
HS grad. 6.4157 2.552 356
 
Some Coll. 6,2132 2.364 441
 
Coll. Degree 6.0047 2.335 215
 
Grad. Degree 6.0313 2.390 96
 
Prior Juror
 
Experience 6.1626 1365
 
No service 6.0861 2.537 1092
 
Civil 6.3017 2.601 116
 
Criminal 6.5924 2.218 157
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror 6.1734
 1344
 
Low 5.5608 2.838 296
 
Medium 6.1886 2.266 509
 
High 6.4954 2.465 539
 
T-test used with gender and marital status.
 
with all other variables.
 
Prob.^
 
141
 
050
 
,000
 
ANOVA used
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TABLE 5
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN PROSECUiTION WITNESS BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF liESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics
 
Gender
 
Male
 
Female
 
Race
 
White
 
Black
 
Hispanic
 
Age
 
17 - 29
 
30 - 39
 
40 - 49
 
50 - 59
 
60 +
 
Marital Status
 
Single
 
Married
 
Employment Status 

Full-time 

Part-time 

Unemployed 

Retired 

Student 

Household Income 

0 - 19k 

20k - 39k 

40k - 59k 

60k - 99k 

100k + 

Mean
 
5.7432
 
6.0440
 
5.8216
 
5.8910
 
4.9722
 
5.7739
 
5.8207
 
5,7846
 
5,8058
 
5 , 7461
 
6,0150
 
5.9316
 
5.7515
 
5.8940
 
5.8229
 
5.8502 

5.7184 

5.7360 

5.8571 

5.8475 

5.8778
 
5.6994 

6.0128 

5.8403 

5.9279 

5.9118 

Deviition
 
1.960
 
2.026
 
1.948
 
2.264
 
2.156
 
2 018
 
1.8i;
 
2.136
 
1,894
 
2. 36:
 
2.096
 
1.948
 
1.948
 
2.486
 
1.890
 
2.158
 
1.919
 
2.271
 
1.895
 
1.806
 
1.746
 
1.544
 
N
 
1076
 
553
 
523
 
1289
 
1018
 
72
 
199
 
1322
 
534
 
345
 
193
 
133
 
117
 
1326
 
515
 
811
 
1310
 
801
 
103
 
197
 
91
 
118
 
1211
 
336
 
467
 
263
 
111
 
34
 
Prob.^
 
.013
 
000
 
.724
 
208
 
.932
 
274
 
(TABLE 5 continued)
 
52
 
TABLE 5 - cont.
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN PROSECUTION WITNESS BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Deviction N Prob.^
 
Educational Level 5.8321
 1328 .040
 
Less Than HS 5.5191 2.310
 235
 
HS grad. 5.7657 2.06 350
 
Some Coll. 5.9908 1.961
 437
 
Coll. Degree 5.8667 1.660 210
 
Grad. Degree 6.0417 1.746 96
 
Prior Juror
 
Experience 5.8288 1149 .051
 
No service 5.7641 2.01^ 1081
 
Civil 6.0088 2.201
 113
 
Criminal 6.1484 1.808 155
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror 5.8465
 1329 .000
 
Low 5.2265 2.366
 287
 
Medium 5.8799 1.789 508
 
High 6.1479 1.930 534
 
T-test used with gender and marital status. ANOVA used
 
with all other variables.
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 than a high school diploma were the least trusting and those
 
with a graduate degree were the most trusting. Respondents
 
with some college were more trustin
 
college degree, but the means for both of these categories
 
were still lower than the mean for graduate degred. Those
 
with no trial experience had less trust in the prqsecution
 
witness than did those with either civil or criminal
 
experience. Those with criminal experience had the highest
 
level of trust. Respondents most willing to serve had
 
greater trust in the prosecution witness than did those with
 
medium or low willingness.
 
Trust in Defense Actors
 
Defense Attorney; Curiously, the question concerning
 
the Defense Attorney produced the Ihrgest number of
 
i
 
significant categories. These are proken down in Table 6.
 
Gender was significant with females placing less tpust in
 
defense attorneys than males. The espondent variable race
 
was a significant factor. Hispanicd placed the highest
 
.
 
■ I 
trust in defense attorneys, with blacks second, and whites
 
with the least trust. Single respondents had greater trust
 
in defense attorneys than did married respondents. ! The
 
!
 
respondents who were either employed full-time or petired
 
had significantly less trust in defense attorneys than did
 
the part-time employed, unemployed. or students. The
 
respondents' income was also significantly related to trust.
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TABLE 6
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN DEFEN^E ATTORNEY BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF il:ESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Devidtion N Prob.^
 
Gender
 
Male 

Female 

Race 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Age 

17-29 

30-39 

40 - 49 

50 - 59 

60 + 

Marital Status
 
Single 

Married 

Employinent Status 

Full-time 

Part-time 

Unemployed 

Retired 

Student 

Household Income 

0 - 19k 

20k - 39k 

40k - 59k 

60k - 99k 

100k + 

5.0426 

4.6692 

4.9186
 
4.7115 

5.5467 

5.7413 

4.9116
 
5.0317 

4.8847 

5.0202 

4.7444 

4.4628 

5.1506 

4.8002 

4.9267
 
4.7983 

5.3462 

5.3216 

4.6344 

5.0000 

4.9296
 
5.3118 

4.9382 

4.6667 

4.6216 

4.0588 

2.266
 
2.442
 
2.292
 
2.59C
 
2.429
 
2.33E
 
2.354
 
2.416
 
2.265
 
2.543
 
2.335
 
2.374
 
2.330
 
2.534
 
2.277
 
2.644
 
2.197
 
2.567
 
2.313
 
2.218
 
2.296
 
2.058
 
1087 1 009
 
564 I
 
523
 
1302 I .000
 
1026
 
75 ■
 
201 ;
 
I
 
1335 j .143
 
536 j
 
347
 
198
 
133 !
 
121
 
1339 008
 
518 I
 
821
 
1323 ; ,012
 
808 !
 
104
 
199 I
 
93 i
 
119
 
1221 I 000
 
340 !
 
469
 
267 1
 
111
 
34
 
(TABLE 6 continued)
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 TABLE 6 cont.
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN DEFENSE ATTORNEY BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF ESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Devidtion N
 
Educational Level 4.9165 1341
 
Less Than HS 5.3136 2.505 236
 
HS grad. 5.2493 2.398 353
 
Some Coll. 4.6644 2.349 441
 
Coll. Degree 4.9023 2.09 215
 
Grad. Degree 3.9063 2.196 96
 
Prior Juror
 
Experience 4.9112 1362
 
No service 4.9844 2.384 1091
 
Civil 4.6724 2.452 116
 
Criminal 4.5742 2.16 155
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror 4.9038 1341
 
Low 4.5811 2.647 296
 
Medium 5.1083 2.118 508
 
High 4.8883 2.414 537
 
T-test used with gender and marital status. 

with all other variables.
 
Prob.^
 
.068
 
009
 
ANOVA used
 
56
 
000 
There was an inverse relationship t»etween income level and
 
trust. Those with the least income! were the most trusting
 
I
 
of defense attorneys, and vice versa, those with tihe highest
 
j
 
income were the least trusting. Reispondents with less than
 
a high school education were the mqst trusting of defense
 
attorneys. Those with a graduate degree were the least
 
trusting. Respondents with some college level education
 
were less trusting than those with a college degree. In
 
keeping with the results of the other questions, those
 
respondents least willing to serve liad the least amount of
 
trust in defense attorneys. However, for this variable,
 
those with a medium willingness to serve had a much higher
 
trust in defense attorneys than those with a high |
 
willingness to serve.
 
Defendant: There were four significant respondent
 
variables with regard to trust placed in a defendant (see
 
Table 7). Females were less trusting than males. Blacks
 
placed the highest trust in defendants, with Hispanics not
 
far below black respondents. White respondents had much
 
less trust in defendants than did either blacks . ori
 
Hispanics. Here again, there was aii inverse relationship
 
with regard to income and trust. Tlose with the least trust
 
in the defendant had the highest income. All of ttie means
 
were below 5 in this category which would seem to ell us
 
that people generally do not have vdry much faith in the
 
defendant, and the higher their income the less faith they
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TABLE 7
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN DEFENDANT BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics
 
Gender
 
Male
 
Female
 
Race
 
White
 
Black
 
Hispanic
 
Age
 
17 - 29
 
30 - 39
 
40-49
 
50 - 59
 
60 +
 
Marital Status
 
Single
 
Married
 
Employment Status
 
Full-time
 
Part-time
 
Unemployed
 
Retired
 
Student
 
Household Income
 
0 - 19k
 
20k - 39k
 
40k - 59k
 
60k - 99k
 
100k +
 
Mean
 
4.5275
 
4.2299
 
4.3503
 
4.1650
 
5.1216
 
5.0100
 
4.3589
 
4,3545
 
4,5591
 
4 , 0612
 
4, 3083
 
4.3417
 
4.3443
 
4.3810
 
4.3735
 
4.2983
 
4.3689
 
4.7437
 
4.2174
 
4.3898
 
4.3806
 
4.7080
 
4.3667
 
4.2406
 
4.0270
 
3.5588
 
Deviition
 
2.048
 
2.275
 
2.103
 
2.381
 
2.35
 
2.08E;
 
2.10g
 
2.36
 
2.342
 
2.284
 
2.147
 
2.225
 
2.203
 
2.400
 
2.195
 
2.343
 
1.638
 
2.300
 
2.226
 
1.921
 
1.918
 
2.120
 
N
 
1085
 
563
 
522
 
1299
 
1024
 
74
 
201
 
1332
 
536
 
347 I
 
196
 
133
 
120
 
1336
 
517
 
819
 
1320
 
808
 
103
 
199
 
92
 
118
 
1219
 
339
 
469
 
266
 
111
 
34
 
Prob.^
 
.024
 
.000
 
.155
 
766
 
128
 
002
 
(TABLE 7 c^ontinued)
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TABLE 7 - cent.
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN DEFENDANT BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Devidtion N Prob.^
 
Educational Level 4.3670 1338 001
 
Less Than HS 4.5932 2.345 236
 
HS grad. 4.5385 2.29^
 351
 
Some Coll. 4.2886 2.077 440
 
Coll. Degree 4.3628 2.036 215
 
Grad. Degree 3.5521 2.126 96
 
Prior Juror
 
Experience 4.3584 1359 130
 
No service 4.3971 2.191 1088
 
Civil 3.9655 2.466 116
 
Criminal 4.3806 1.958 155
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror 4.3685 1338 I 135
 
Low 4.1661 2.542 295
 
Medium 4.4862 1.99 508 ;
 
High 4.3682 2.144 535
 
T-test used with gender and m4rital status. IaNOVA used
 
with all other variables.
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have. Schooling was also significant. Those wit1 less than
 
a high school diploma had the most trust in the defendant
 
and those with a graduate degree had the least. Respondents
 
with some college were less trusting than those with a
 
college degree.
 
Defense Witness; There was only one variable with
 
I
 
significant probability for the trust in the defense witness
 
question. Those responses are brol:en down in Table 8.
 
Willingness to serve was significant. Not surprisingly, the
 
respondents least willing to serve had the least trust in 
■I 
the defense witness and those most willing to serve had the 
most trust. 
SmrnnaTy of Blvariate Analysis 
A bivariate analysis was condvkcted on each of the 
categorical variables. The outcome of this analysis is 
depicted in Table 9. As the Table 
analysis shows the significant difference in any category of 
variables. 
The variables of race and willingness to serye are 
i 
significantly related to trust for six of the sev^n 
i 
courtroom participants. They were significant mote 
frequently than any of the other variables, followed by 
level of schooling attained which was significant for four, 
and gender, marital status, househoId income, and prior jury 
experience at three each. Employment status was a 
significant variable for only two categories. Aga;in, age 
60 
was not significant with regard to any of the courtroom
 
actors. Race and willingness to serve on a jury!proved far
 
and away to be the most determinate factors for trust
 
through the bivariate analysis.
 
In answer to the first research question, ceirtain
 
characteristics did prove to be associated with greater
 
trust in judges. Judges received higher trust ratings than
 
did other participants, and police were second highest. The
 
mean level of trust in judges by whites was 7.4573.
 
I,
 
Hispanics had a higher mean level of trust in judges than
 
did whites (7.7327), and blacks were had the lowest mean
 
level of trust at 6.7467. Hispanics also had a higher level
 
of trust in prosecutors than did whites (5.6915 and 5.6066
 
respectively). Blacks had the lowes t trust in prosecutors
 
(4.6800).
 
Sinrnnary of Multivariate Analysis
 
A multivariate analysis was ccjinducted of the jdefense
 
I
 
!
 
and prosecution groupings in order to determine thie unique
 
.
 
I
 
effect of each of the categorical vieariables. The |
 
j
 
statistical tool was multivariate arnalysis of variance,
j
 
using factor main effects with hierearchical entry,; and
 
multiple classification analysis.
 
The analysis of the grouped prtosecution variable
 
produced three significant variables (Table 10). These were

I
 
race, marital status, and willingness to serve on a jury.
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TABLE 8
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN DEFER:SE WITNESS BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF respondents
 
Respondent Staniard
 
characteristics
 
Gender
 
Male 

Female 

Race 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Age 

17 - 29 

30-39 

40 - 49 

50 - 59 

60 + 

Marital Status
 
Single 

Married 

Employment Status 

Full-time 

Part-time 

Unemployed

Retired 

Student 

Household Income 

0 - 19k 

20k - 39k 

40k - 59k 

60k - 99k 

100k + 

Mean
 
5.3099 

5.3728 

5.3114
 
5.2760 

5.2162 

5.5276 

5.2961
 
5.3483 

5.3565 

5.2798 

5.3534 

4.8487 

5.2214 

5.3641 

5.3117
 
5.3574 

5.4757 

5.3350 

4.7582 

5.2458 

5.3265
 
5.2189 

5.3362 

5.3574 

5.6577 

4.9412 

Deviation
 
1.96]7
 
2.051
 
2.015
 
2.14]7
 
2.148
 
2.126
 
1.840
 
2.009
 
2.06h
 
2.272
 
2.130
 
2.001
 
2.015
 
2.396
 
1.913
 
2.07^
 
1.857
 
2.426
 
2.001
 
1.7oi
 
1.620
 
1.475
 
N Prob.^
 
1078! .607
 
555!
 
523
 
1291| .260
 
10181
 
74!
 
199
 
1324 .168
 
534
 
345
 
193
 
133
 
119 I
 
1328 217
 
515
 
813
 
1312 090
 
803
 
103
 
197
 
91
 
118
 
1213 267
 
338
 
467
 
263
 
111
 
34
 
(TABLE 8 continued)
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TABLE 8 - COnt.
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN DEFENSE WITNESS BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF IfESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Standard
 
characteristics Mean Devidtion N
 
Educational Level 5.3045 1330
 
Less Than HS 5.1447 2.323 235
 
HS grad. 5.3949 2.215 352
 
Some Coll. 5.2471 1.950 437
 
Coll. Degree 5.3619 1.761 210
 
Grad. Degree 5.5000 1.75 96
 
Prior Juror
 
Experience 5.3005 1351
 
No service 5.3102 2.07C 1083
 
Civil 5.3540 2.133 113
 
Criminal 5.1935 1.91C 155
 
Willingness to Seirve
 
as a Juror 5.3231 1331
 
Low 4.9689 2.430 289
 
Medium 5.3878 1.771 508
 
High 5.4532 2.064 534
 
T-test used with gender and marital status. 

with all other variables.
 
Prob.^
 
.771
 
.003
 
Ianova used
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TABLE 9
 
SIGKriFICAHT'VARIABLES FOR ALL COURTROOM PARTrCIPAMTS
 
Courtroom Participants
 
Respondent 
Variable Judge 
Prose­
cutor 
Def. 
Atty. Police 
Defen-
dant 
Pros. 
wit. 
Def, 
Wit. 
Gender 
Race 
Age 
Marital 
Status 
Employment 
Mousehold 
Income 
Educational 
Level 
Prior Jury 
Experience 
Willingness
 
to Serve
 
Table 10 demonstrates the effects of the variables and
 
category values in the multiple classification analysis.
 
The largest category effect (-.76) controlling for all
 
other categories and variables, was attributable to black
 
respondents. This group was clearly less trusting of the
 
prosecution group than any other independent classification.
 
In addition, those with low willingness to serve on juries
 
were also anti-prosecution (-.66) The total explanatory
 
power of the model was, however, somewhat weak with only 6.9
 
percent of the variance in prosecution trust explained.
 
The grouped defense variable eilso yielded three
 
significant predictors. They were education, race, and
 
willingness to serve on a jury (Table 11). The multiple
 
classification analysis (Table 11) suggested that there were
 
four main category effects with ndiable partial deviations
 
from the grand mean. The strongest effect category was
 
Hispanic with a partial deviation of .51. This category
 
contributed the highest (but only slightly higher than two
 
others) level of trust for grouped defense actors. As
 
expected blacks were also more likesly to trust the defense
 
group than the average prospective juror, with an effect
 
mean only .09 lower than Hispanics. Those who had graduate
 
degrees were more anti-defense (-.4,5). Those least willing
 
to serve on a jury were also more anti-defense (-.37). As
 
with the prosecution model, the total explained variance was
 
weak (explained variance of 6.3 percent).
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TABLE 10
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN THE GROUPED PROSECUTION VARIABLE BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent
 
characteristics Mean^
 
Race
 
White 5,928
 
Black 5,138
 
Hispanic 5,998
 
Marital Status
 
Single 5.698
 
Married 6,018
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror
 
Low 5.238
 
Medium 5.998
 
High 6.128
 
Deviation from
 
Grand Mean N Beta
 
1126 .10
 
,03 889
 
76 62
 
,10 175
 
1126 .09
 
,20 425
 
12 701
 
1126 .19
 
,66 228
 
10 431
 
23 467
 
Grand Mean for Grouped Prosecution Variable = 5.898.
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TABLE 11
 
LEVEL OF TRUST IN THE GROUPED DEFENSE VARIABLE BY
 
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
 
Respondent Devi^tion from
 
characteristics Mean^ Gram Mean 

Race
 
White 4.755 13
 
Black 5.305 42
 
Hispanic 5.395 51
 
Educational Level
 
Less Than HS 5.105 ,22
 
HS grad. 5.035 ,19
 
Some Coll. 4.725 ,14
 
Coll. Degree 5.005 ,05
 
Grad. Degree 4.435 ,45
 
Willingness to Serve
 
as a Juror
 
Low 4.515 ,37
 
Medium 4.945 ,08
 
High 5.015 ,07
 
Grand Mean for Grouped Defense Variable 

N Beta 
1124 
886 
63 
175 
14 
1124 
177 
286 
396 
178 
87 
11 
1124 
229 
429 
466 
,11 
= 4.884. 
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CHAPTER 5 - Discussion
 
Several cases, such as the Rodney King trial, have
 
recently received national attention. These cases have
 
focused attention on the make-up of juries and biases for or
 
against lawyers, defendants, and other courtroom actors.
 
The racial make-up of the juries in cases such as these are
 
more closely monitored than the thousands of other cases
 
which wind up in our courts daily, but the consequences for
 
the latter trials are just as critical.
 
The Supreme Court has ruled that under the Equal
 
Protection Clause, it is unconstitutional for a prosecutor
 
(or defense attorney) to exclude jurors solely on the basis
 
of race (Batson v. Kentucky). But the current research
 
suggests that race has a substantia1 impact on thq ability
 
of the prospective juror to be impartial. Minorities,
 
especially blacks, tend to lean more in favor of the defense
 
without ever having heard any evidenee.
 
The case of the Texas Commission on Human Rights v.
 
Michael Lowe has recently caught the public's eye. The
 
court has ruled Michael Lowe, the grand dragon of the Ku
 
Klux Klan (white), to be in contempt for refusing to turn
 
over membership lists of the Klan. Much furor was made over
 
the fact that the defendant, Mr. LoAze, chose a black
 
attorney to represent him. And that attorney. Anttiony
 
Griffin, has been criticized for tacing the case. Certain
 
black organizations such as the NAACP have said that Anthony
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 Griffin was chosen solely because he was black in an effort
 
to make the minority members of the jury more sympathetic
 
toward the defendant and, that by defending Michael Lowe,
 
Griffin is a traitor to his own people. Mr. Griffin has
 
held that he is merely standing up for the civil rights of
 
everyone, and that race has nothing to do with it. There
 
are many that do not agree with Mr.| Griffin.
 
While this particular case is a little different from
 
the current study, it does emphasisee the fact that race is a
 
major issue in the court system. Ijf it were not. then Mr.
 
Griffin's race would not be newsworthy.
 
Gender bias in jurors has been in the news with the
 
recent trials of Lyle and Eric Menendez, two brothers
 
accused of the first degree murder of their wealth''y parents.
 
Both juries could not reach a decision, There were six
 
females and six males on one of the juries empaneled in the
 
case, and the females unanimously voted for a conviction on
 
manslaughter charges while all the males voted to convict on
 
the first degree murder charge. Apparently, the female
 
jurors had been swayed by the defense argument that both
 
defendants had been abused by their parents, while the male
 
jurors had not been so persuaded.
 
The Perfect Juror
 
If the prosecution were to pick jurors who would
 
potentially be more biased toward a:nd trusting of the
 
prosecution based solely on the data from this study, they
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would want to choose white or Hispcinic, married individuals
 
with a great willingness to serve on a jury. These
 
attributes were found in those respondents with the greatest
 
trust in the prosecution (prosecutor, police, and
 
prosecution witness). A profile of a defense prone juror
 
would be black or Hispanic with a low educational level, and
 
with a great willingness to serve on a jury. These results
 
held true through both the bivariate and multivariate
 
analyses of the data and can be seen in Table 12, the
 
Summary Table of Mean Trust Ratings
 
Conclusions and Comments
 
The results of this study both conflict with and
 
confirm prior research. Demographic variables did have a
 
significant impact on the trust placed in the varicous
 
courtroom actors. Gender was significant in the bjivariate
 
analysis, with females leaning toward the prosecuti on and
 
males more predisposed to trust the defense. Thes€e results
 
are in conflict with Miller's study which showed males to be
 
more likely to convict than females (1985) and therefore
 
suggestive of trust as well. Race was significant in this
 
study both in bivariate and multivajriate analysis with
 
whites tending to be more prosecution prone and blacks being
 
more defense prone. Hispanics in this study were more
 
trusting of all actors. Age was not a significant variable
 
in this study while it has been in past studies with younger
 
jurors being more defense prone (Shively and Larson, 1989,
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TABLE 12
 
SUMMARY TABLE OF MEAN TRUST RATINGS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES^
 
Characteristics Judge Prosec,	 Defen. Police Defend. Def. Prosec.
 
Atty. Wit. Wit.
 
Gender	 Males 5.0426
 4.5275 5.7432
 
Females 4.6692
 4.2299 6.0440
 
Race White 7.4573 5.6066 4.7115 6.3275 4.1650 5.7739
 
Black 6.7467 4.6800 5.5467 4.5600 5.1216 4.9722
 
Hispanic ^.jsai^ -S-^7-443- -5-^01^ -5V75^3-9­
Marital Single 5.3436 5.1506 5.8745
 
Status
 
Married 5.7494 4.8002 6.3641
 
Employment	 Full-Time 4.7983 6.0666
 
Part-Time 5.3462 6.0158
 
Unemployed 5.3216 6.0804
 
Retired 4.6344 6.4409
 
Student 5.0000 6.8908
 
Income	 0-19K 7.1901 5.3118
 4.7080
 
20K-39K 7.5809 4.9382 4.3667
 
40K-59K 7.5019 4.6667
 4.2406
 
60K-99K 7.8288 4.6216
 4.0270
 
lOOK +	 7.2353 4.0588 3.5588
 
TABLE 12 Continued
 
Characteristics Judge Prosec. Defen. Police Defend. Defen,
 Prosec.
 
Attv. Wit. Wit.
 
Education	 Less Than 5.1864 5.3136 4.5932
 
HS
 
HS 5.6073 5.2493 4.5385
 
Graduate
 
Some 5.6281 4.6644 4.2886
 
College
 
College 5.6977 4.9023 4.3628
 
Degree
 
Grad. 5.9063 3.9063 3.5521
 
Degree
 
Prior Jury No 5.4625 6.0861 5.7641
 
Service Service
 
Civil 5.8707 6.3017 6.0088
 
Service
 
Criminal 6.1742 6.5924 6.1484
 
Service
 
Willingness Low 6.5791 4.6622 4.5811 5.5608 4.9689
 
to Serve on
 
Medium 7.4361 5.6994 5.1083 6.1886 5.3878
Jury
 
High 7.9056 6.0019 4.8883 6.4954 5.4532
 
^Age was not included in this Summary Table because it was not significant
 
for any of the variables.
 
Miller, 1985). The outcoine of this research concerning the
 
marital status variable was consistent with prior research
 
results (Murty, et al., 1990). Miller's research showed
 
lower income, unemployed individuals to be more likely to
 
convict whereas this research shows the lower income and
 
unemployed to be more trusting of defense attorneys and
 
defendants.
 
The results concerning the ediJication variable tend to
 
conflict with prior research. The Murty, et al. study
 
showed that higher education was consistent with a more
 
positive image of police. While the education variable was
 
not significant, specifically for police in this present
 
analysis, under the employment variable, those respondents
 
who stated they were students had the highest level of trust
 
in police. Shively and Larson found students to be more
 
suspicious of police (1989). Education level was
 
significant variable regarding views of the prosecutor, and
 
again, those respondents with a graduate degree were the
 
most trusting of prosecutors.
 
The results of the analysis with regard to,prior jury
 
experience are also conflicting. T!he 1978 study by the
 
National Center for State Courts found that those with prior
 
experience with the court system were the most disapproving.
 
In this study, in all three significant categories
 
(prosecutor, police, and prosecution witness), those
 
respondents with criminal trial experience had the highest
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levels of trust which would seem to indicate approval.
 
Those respondents with no prior se|rvice had the lowest trust
 
levels.
 
According to this analysis, trust in particular
 
courtroom actors is directly related to individual
 
characteristics such as race, gender, etc. Because the
 
respondents who possess these characteristics seem to carry
 
with them certain biases toward or against the prosecution
 
or defense, this could have far reaching consequences.
 
However, it must be recommended that, because the total
 
explained variance is low, these trends are best viewed
 
across large numbers of prospective jurors, not those chosen
 
for a single jury pool.
 
If the Menendez brothers had had a jury comprised
 
solely of males would the outcome of their trial have been
 
different? Would they have been convicted of first degree
 
murder? Obviously, this is important because the facts of
 
the case don't change, only the individuals sitting in the
 
jury box. The Los Angeles District Attorney has vowed to
 
re-try the case, so it may actually be possible,to obtain
 
the answers to these questions. Tt|is was a well publicized,
 
nationally known case. Most cases are not re-tried so the
 
decision of the original jury stands.
 
Minorities, especially blacks, tend to be more pro-

defense and anti-prosecution; whites tend to be more pro-

prosecution and anti-defense. It could be speculated that
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in this respect blacks seem to have a David versus Goliath
 
mentality with regard to the court system (or perhaps
 
I
 
authority overall). By this, it is suggested that they
 
support the underdog and view the court system, particularly
 
the prosecution as being a big, evil giant trying to
 
manipulate and oppress the disadvantaged. On the other
 
hand, whites seem to take an opposing view; that is to say
 
that the court system is being manipulated by corrupt and
 
unethical lawyers and guilty defendants. They see the court
 
system as being full of loopholes for the guilty to slip
 
through; guilty defendants "getting off" because of defense
 
lawyers/ strategy and false statements of defense witnesses,
 
irrespective of the truth or justice.
 
If it is unconstitutional to remove prospective jurors
 
from the venire on the basis of race then how will it be
 
possible to obtain an impartial jury? Perhaps the entire
 
voir dire process should be review€!d and changes made.
 
Could it be that it is necessary to set racial quotas for
 
juries so that they are comprised of a certain percentage of
 
minorities and a certain percentage of whites in order to
 
create a balance which would result in impartiality? Since
 
whites make up sixty-five to seventy percent of the
 
population nationwide and are more likely to serve on
 
juries, and, according to this study and some of the prior
 
research, whites tend to be more prosecution prone one
 
could assume that juries overall tend to be more prosecution
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prone. Of course, this is just a generality since
 
individual juries are chosen from a local population and the
 
racial make-up of the local popula- ion of South Ciicago IS
 
going to differ greatly from the racial make-up of rural
 
Kansas. However, one could draw tle conclusion that because
 
white people make up the majority of our national population
 
that the majority of juries nationwide would be prosecution
 
prone, and therefore not impartial
 
Respondents most willing to participate on a jury are
 
also the most trusting of both the prosecution and defense
 
(although somewhat more prosecutioh prone). Those
 
respondents who are least willing to serve as jurors don't
 
seem to trust anyone. But which c^me first? Did they lose
 
their faith in the judicial system and this makes them
 
unwilling to participate in it? Or do they simply have a
 
negative attitude about jury service (burdensome) and this
 
causes them to be negative about a]jl those associated with
 
it? Perhaps those potential jurorg who are the least
 
willing to serve should be excluded from jury panels during
 
the voir dire process. If a step such as this were taken.
 
though, what effect would it have on the composition of
 
juries since those most willing to serve are also more anti-

defense. Since those who are unwilling to take part in the
 
jury system distrust the prosecution as well as the defense
 
they may actually be the least biased through their blanket
 
distrust.
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An exclusion of those least willing to serve ultimately
 
would have the same effect on the impartiality of the jury
 
as an exclusion of jurors of a certain race. An imbalance
 
would be created and the point of using a jury made up of
 
several types of people would be 1ost. Also, regardless of
 
their attitude toward the judicial system, even those who do
 
not wish to participate in the judicial system and have no
 
faith in the judicial system are gireatly affected by it, and
 
therefore should have input.
 
The ideal, of course, would be to have a balance of all
 
the various biases and through such a balance an impartial
 
and unbiased jury would likely emerge. Unfortunately, since
 
juries are composed of human beings with diverging beliefs
 
and varying degrees in the strength of their convictions,
 
this paragon is most likely impossj^ble to achieve.
 
Study Limitations
 
There are several limitations to this study which must
 
be considered. First, the survey sample was drawn solely
 
from within the state of Texas, which means that the results
 
could vary by location, and probably do. This ma^i explain
 
some of the varying and contradictcry results in the prior
 
research.
 
Again, the word "trust" was not defined for the survey
 
respondents. Although it is a commonly used term, it could
 
have a slightly different meaning to different individuals
 
and therefore there is some doubt about what the authors of
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 the survey were really saying and jwhat the respondents
 
inferred.
 
Also, this survey was not takfen from actual juries,
 
Comments, and results, about prospective jurors cannot be
 
taken to imply that jurors would do the same. After all,
 
that is purpose of the voir dire process, to eliminate
 
biased jurors.
 
Finally, it is not possible to determine how much these
 
"tendencies" would translate into single experiences. They
 
would probably hold up across large numbers of jury pools,
 
but not necessarily for actual juries.
 
Further Research
 
Further research should be coriducted in this area to
 
determine the effect of the race or gender of the judge,
 
prosecutor, defense attorney, and piarticularly that of the
 
defendant in combination with the race of potential jurors
 
to see what sort of outcome would be obtained. This study
 
shows that black juries tend to be more trusting of the
 
defense. Would a black jury still place more trust in the
 
defense if the defendant were white? In other words, is
 
racial bias the pivotal issue or is it a bias for or against
 
certain elements of authority? Mock trials should be held
 
to determine if there is a difference in the conviction rate
 
between a randomly selected jury and a racially balanced
 
jury.
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If there were to be a greater inclusion of minorities
 
on jury panels, would there be fewer convictions of
 
defendants? In a country where the crime rate and fear of
 
crime has become a national concern, and many politicians'
 
answer to this increasing crime rate is to get tougher laws
 
and sentences for criminals, these two ideas seem
 
contradictory.
 
A strong willingness to serve on a jury would seem to
 
indicate an overall belief in the system. A new study could
 
compare a respondent's willingness to serve with his or her
 
attitudes toward other governmental institutions. level of
 
patriotism, or political affiliaticn and see if thfe
 
variables actually coincide. Since willingness to serve and
 
race were significant for both the grouped prosecution and
 
grouped defense variables, further research should be done
 
specifically in this area not only to test these results,
 
but also to determine the strength of the impact of these
 
variables. The outcome of such a survey could determine
 
what, if any, changes could be made to improve the jury
 
selection process.
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APPENDIX
 
Survey Questionnaire
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000945
 
Tliis booklet contains questions about your experiences and attitudes as they
 
relate to certain criminal justice issues in Texas.
 
rH
 
CO
 
Your cooperation in answering these questions will help in the creation of
 
policies and laws regarding crime in Texas.
 
All of your answers will be treated confidentially. The booklet is numbered so
 
that we can keep track of the entire suiwcy witlmut using names. No one will see
 
your name except the research team, and the records wliich match the booklet
 
number to your name will be destroyed as soon as you return your booklet.
 
Please take thefew minutes required to read and answer these(juestions.Thank
 
you for your cooperation.
 
SUHVKY RESEARCH PROGRAM
 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE CENTER
 
SAM HOUSTON STATE UNIVERSITY
 
  
 
 
INSTRUCTIONS
 
FGH rUF
 
SITXIAL SURVEY ON
 
IXERUVI-ISS-UIvS-

Please answer every question. Each section of tlic survey contains spcciOc
 
instructions about how to mark your answers. Either a pen or a pencil can be
 
used.
 
If you need additional space to answer a question, or if you have any comments
 
you would like to make, please use the last page of the booklet to do so.
 
Thank vou.
 
SURVEY RESEARCH PROGRAM
 
Criminal Justice Center
 
Sam Houston State University
 
Huntsville. Texas 773-11
 
s t. C T 1 0N I . JURY r X P t R I f N C F.
 
t ion of thp (jucsl ionricj irg dsks <3 bout dny pOjS ibl t? jury pxppripncc
 
yuij !:ijy h d <1 in the past dnd any opinion?, you may have about the trial
 
! • 	 iia/e you ever been cal led to serve on a .jury?
 
[] No (GO TO QUESTION 6)
 
[j Yes
 
I f yes, were you actual ly chosen for the jury?
 
[J No (GO TO QUEST ION 6)
 
[] Y e s
 
3. 	 If yes, was there actual ly a trial?
 
[] No r 1 Yes
 
4. 	 On which of these juries have you served?
 
(Check	 al l that apply)
 
CM
 
[] Grand Jury ( times?) CO
 
[] Criminal Felony Jury (12 members) ( times?)

[] Criminal Misdemeanor Jury (6 membe rT) T" times?)
 
[] Civi l Jury (non-criminal matters) ( times?)
 
5. 	 Of what was/were the defendant(s) accused in your most recent
 
jury experience?
 
[] Mu rde r
 
[] Other violent crime (robbery, rape, assault, etc.)
 
[] Property crime (theft, burglary, fraud, etc.)
 
[] Other criminal offenses (DWI, drugs, gambl ing, etc.)
 
[] No crime, it was a civi l trial.
 
On a scale of 0 to 10, how wil l ing would you be to serve on a
 
criminal jury? Please place an "X" in the box below the
 
appropriate number.
 
0 = would never want to serve
 
10 = would always want to serve
 
0 1 3	 7 8 9
2 6 10
 
[J [ J [] [] [J [] [.1 [] [] [] []
 
  
 
 
 
   
 
 
SECT ION I I . JURY DECISIONS.
 
The questions in this section ask. you to read a description of a cri jii i iial
 
case and then to decide on convict ion and scntenc i ny.
 
You wi l l find a description of a felony crime below, We would l ike y
 
read the description and then tel l us i f. as a juror, you would vote
 
convict the individual. (This is a f ictional crime.)
 
A 6S year old, Black female is charged with the burglary
 
of a laundry room and steal ing $50.00 worth of coins from the
 
vending machines and dryers. The bui lding was entered by
 
prying open a rear office window with a crowbar. The coin
 
boxes on the dryers were forced open with a large
 
screwdriver. During the burglary, an alarm went off and the
 
pol ice who responded saw the defendant hiding behind a tr^sh
 
barrel in a nearby al ley. They stopped her and, in a routine
 
frisk, found that she was carrying a large amount of change
 
in- her pockets. A search of the area around the laundry
 
uncovered a crowbar and large screwdriver, both of which were
 
-o-n—t-tre-fin A—
 
witness testified that she had seen the defendant earl ier in
 
the evening hanging around the building but not doing
 
laundry.
 
7. 	 As a member of the jury, would you vote to convict this
 
person?
 
[] No [] Not sure [] Yes [] Not enough information
 
to make a decision.
 
8. If this person were convicted by the jury, what type of sentence would
 
you recommend and for how long? The defendant has no prior record.
 
(PLEASE CHOOSE ONLY ^ SENTENCE TYPE BELOW.)
 
[] Life in prison.
 
] A prison sentence of years
 
[] A jai l sentence of months (maximum of 24).
 
[] A probation sentence o f years (maximum of 10)
 
In this same case, what would you do if a psychiatrist testified that the
 
person was insane at the time of the crime?
 
9. 	 Would you vote to convict?
 
[] No, not gui lty
 
[] No, not guilty because of insanity
 
n Not sure
 
n Yes, guilty (GO TO QUESTION 10 BELOW)
 
[] Not enough information to make a decision.
 
I f the person were convicted anyway, would you change the sentence
 
you gave above'' [NOTE: A crimina l jury cannot sentence a person to
 
a mental institution.]
 
[J No
 [] Yes
 
1 1 . If yes, what would be the new sentence?
 
Life in prison.
■ [] A prison sentence of years. 
[] A county jai l sentence months. 
(maximum of months) 
[]	 A probation sentence of years.
 
(maxim u m ^7 TU years)
 
The media (TV, newspapers, radio) give us a [l icture of court cases as a
 
struggle between opposing sides. Thinking about court cases in general ,
 
how do you feel about the "TRUST" you can place in each of these
 
individuals during a trial?
 
-P-l-e^se rate un—a scale of u to 10 and place an "x" below the
 
number of your choice.
 
0 would not trust at al l
 
10 would trust completely
 CO
 
CO
 
12. THE JUDGE
 
0 2 3 5 6 7 9 10
 
[] [] [] [] [] [] [) [] [] [] []
 
THE PROSECUTOR
 
0 1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
[] [] [] [] [] [J [] [] [] [] [J
 
14. THE DEFENSE ATTORNEY
 
0 2 3 4 5 7 9 10
 
[] [] [] [] [] [] [J [] [] [] []
 
15. THE POL ICE
 
0 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
 
[] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] []
 
16. THE DEFENDANT
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 10
 
[] [] [J [] [] [] [] [] [] [] CJ
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S E C T  I O N  I  I  I  .  
D E A T H  P E N A L T Y  I S S U E S 
  
T h e  q u e s t i o n s  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  a s k  a b o u t  y o u r  o p i n i o n s  o n  t h e  d e a t h  p e 
  
a n d  i t s  u s e  i f )  c a p i t a l  t r i a l s . 
  
i l l .  C h e c k  t h e  o n e  s t a t e m e n t  w h i c h  B E S T  s u m m a r i z e s  y o u r  q e n e r a l  v i e w ; 
  
d p o u t  c a p i t d l  p u n i s h m e n t  ( t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y )  i n  c r i m i n a  l  " " c T a T e ' s T 
  
[ ]  	1  a m  o p p o s e d  t o  c a p i t a l  p u n i s h m e n t  u n d e r ,  a n y  c i r c u m s t a n c e s . 
  
[ J  	 I  a m  o p p o s e d  t o  c a p i t a l  p u n i s h m e n t  e x c e p t  i n  a  f e w  c a s e s 
  
w h e r e  i  t  m a y  b e  a p p r o p r i a t e . 
  
[ J  	 1  a m  n e i t h e r  g e n e r a l  l y  o p p o s e d  n o r  g e n e r a l  l y  i n  f a v o r  o f 
  
c a p i t a l  p u n i s h m e n t . 
  
[ J  	 1  « i n i  i n  f a v o r  o f  c a p i t a l  p u n i s h m e n t  e x c e p t  i n  a  f e w  c a s e s 
  
w h e r e  i  t  m a y  n o t  b o  a p p r o p r i a t e . 
  
[ J  	 I  a m  s t r o n g l y  i n  f a v o r  o f  c a p i t a l  p u n i s h m e n t  a s  a n 
  
a p p r o p r i a t e  p e n a l t y ^ 
  
A r e  	 y o u  i n  f a v o r  o f  h a v i n g  t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y  a s  a n  o p t i o n  i n 
  
m u r d e r  c a s e s ? 
  
C J  N O  
[ ]  N o t  s u r e  [  ]  Y E S 	  
C O 
  
2 3 .  	 I f  y e s ,  h o w  f r e q u e n t l y  d o  y o u 
  
t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y 
  
s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  i n  c a p i t a l  c a s e s 
  
[  ]  A l w a y s . 
  
[  ]  M o s t  o f  t h e  t i m e . 
  
M  A b o u t  h a l  f  o f  t h e  t i m e . 
  
[ J  A b o u t  a  f o u r t h  o f  t h e  t i m e . 
  
[ J  R a r e l y ,  a n d  t h e n  o n l y  w h e n 
  
a b s o l u t e l y  n e c e s s a r y . 
  
[ ]  P r o b a b l y  n o t  a t  a l  l . 
  
H e  s h o u l d  j u s t  h a v e  i t  a s 
  
a  s t a t e m e n t  t o  c r i m i n a l s . 
  
I n  c a p i t a l  c a s e s ,  t h e  t r i a l  i s  s e p a r a t e d  i n t o  t w o  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t s .  T h e 
  
f i r s t  i s  t h e  d e c i s i o n  o n  g u i l t  o r  i n n o c e n c e  a n d ,  a f t e r  c o n v i c t i o n ,  t h e 
  
s e c o n d  i s  a  d e c i s i o n  a b o u t  t h e  s e n t e n c e  t o  b e  g i v e n . 
  
I  f  a s  a  j u r o r  y o u  m u s t  c o n s i d e r  a l  l  p u n i s h m e n t s  p r o v i d e d  b y  l a w  ( a n d 
  
c a p i t a l  p u n i s h m e n t  i s  p r o v i d e d  b y  s t a t e  l a w ) : 
  
2 4 .  	 W o u l d  a n y  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y  p r e v e n t  y o u 
  
f r o m  f a i r l y  d e t e r m i n i n g  a  d e f e n d a n t ' s  g u i l t  o r  i n n o c e n c e ? 
  
[ ]  N o  [ ]  N o t  s u r e  [ ] Y e s 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
? 5 .  	 W o u l d  d n y  o p p o s i t i o n  y o u  n i  i - j  h  t  o a v e  t o  t h e  d e a t h  p e n a l t y 

p r e v e n t  y o u  f r o m  c o n s i d e r i r u j  d e a t h  a s  a  p o s s i b l e  s e n t e n c e . 
  
[ ]  N o t  s u r e  
[ ]  Y e s 

[ ]  N O 
  
r n u  w i  l  l  f  i n d  a  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  a  c a p i  t a l  c r i m e  b e l o w .  W e  w o u l d  l  i k e  y o u  t o 
  
r e a d  	 t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  a n d  t h e n  t e l  l  u s  i f .  a s  a  j u r o r  y o u  w o u l d  v o t e  t o 
  
C O N V I C T  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l .  ( T h i s  i s  a  f i c t i o n a l  c r i m e . ) 
  
A  2 2  y e a r  o l d .  W h i t e  m a l e  i s  c h a r g e d  w i t h  c a p i t a l 

m u r d e r .  T h e  c r i m e  t o o k  p l a c e  w h e n  a  m a s k e d  m a n  e n t e r e d  t h e 
  
u n l o c k e d  b a c k  d o o r  o f  a  c a r  w i t h  t w o  w o m e n  i n  i t .  A t  J - N e 
  
t i m e ,  t h e  c a r  w a s  s t o p p e d  a t  a  t r a f f i c  l i g h t .  T h e  m a n  p u l l e d 
  
o u t  a  . 3 8  c a l  i b e r  h a n d g u n .  p u t  i t  t o  t h e  h e a d  o f  t h e  d n v e r 
  
a n d  d e m a n d e d  t h e i r  j e w e l r y  a n d  p u r s e s .  v i c t i m s 
  
d i d  a s  t h e y  w e r e  d i r e c t e d .  T h e  m a n  t o l d  t h e  d r i v e r  t o  p u l  l 
  
o v e r  n e x t  t o  a  d e s e r t e d  l o t .  T h e  m a n  t h e n  s h o t  t h e  d r i v e r  i n 
  
t h e  h e a d ,  k i  l  l  i n g  h e r  i n s t a n t l y .  T h e  p a s s e n g e r  o p e n e d  h e r 
  
d o o r  a n d  b e g a n  t o  r u n .  a n d  w a s  s h o t  o n c e  i n  t h e  s h o u l d e r 
  
T h e  o f f e n d e r  j u m p e d  o u t  o f  t h e  c a r  a n d  r a n . a w a y  w i t h  a b o u t 
  
$ 7 0 0  w o r t h  o f  m o n e y  a n d  j e w e l r y .  T h e  p a s s e n g e r  ^ 
  
t n r e  	 h o s p i t a l  a n d  r e c o v e r e d  a f i e r  s u r g e  r y .  T " w i 5 - - d - ^ s 
  
t h e  	 c r i m e ,  t h e  p o l i c e  a r r e s t e d  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  i n  t h e  p a r k i n g 

l o t  o f  a  p a w n  s h o p  a f t e r  a  s u s p i c i o u s  	c l e r k  r e c o g n i z e d  t h e 
  
i t e m s  f r o m  a  r o b b e r y  r e p o r t .  A  s e a r c h  o f  t h e 
  
a p a r t m e n t  t u r n e d  u p  a  s k i  m a s k  a n d  a  p i s t o l  w h i c h  m a t c h e d  t  e 
  
o n e  u s e d  i n  t h e  c r i m e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  	 t h e  d e f e n d a n t  s  h e i g h t 

a n d  	 w e i g h t  w a s  g e n e r a l l y  t h e  s a m e  a s  t h a t  d e s c r i b e d  b y  t h e 
  
s u r v i v i n g  v i c t i m . 
  
2 6 .  	 A s  a  m e m b e r  o f  t h e  j u r y ,  w o u l d  y o u  v o t e  t o  c o n v i c t  t h i s  p e r s o n ? 
  
[ ]  N o t  e n o u g h  i n f o r m a t i o n 

[ ]  N o t  s u r e  [ ]  Y e s 

[ ]  N o 
  
t o  m a k e  a  d e c i s i o n . 
  
2 7 .  	 I f  t h i s  p e r s o n  ( n o  p r i o r  r e c o r d )  w e r e  c o n v i c t e d  b y  t h e  j u r y ,  w h a t  t y p e 

o f  s e n t e n c e  w o u l d  y o u  r e c o m m e n d  a n d  f o r  h o w  l o n g . 
  
P L E A S E  C H O O S E  O N L Y  O N E  S E N T E N C E  T Y P E  B E L O W . ) 
  
]  D e a  t h  p e n a 1 t y . 
  
]  L i f e  i n  	 p r i s o n . 
  
]  A  	 p r i s o n  s e n t e n c e  o f  y e a r s . 
  
]  A  	 j a i  l  s e n t e n c e  o f 
  
m o n t h s . 
  
( m a x i m u m  o f  2 4  m o n t h s ) 
  
y e a r s . 

[ ]  A  p r o b a t i o n  s e n t e n c e  o f 
  
( m a x i m u m  o f  1 0  y e a r s ) 
  
I n  t h i s  s a m e  c a s e ,  w h a t  w o u l d  y o u  d o  i f  	a  p s y c h i a t r i s t  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  t h e 
  
p e r s o n  w a s  t e m p o r a r i  l y  i n s a n e  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  m u r d e r ? 
  
2 8 .  	 W o u l d  y o u  v o t e  t o  c o n v i c t ? 
  
[ ]  N o .  n o t  	g u i  l t y 
  
— 	  C ~ ]  T T d  h 0 t  y  u  1  1  t  y ,  b  e c a  u  s  e  0 f  i  n  s  a  n  i  t  y 
  
[ ]  N o t  s u r e 
  
[ J . Y e s ,  g u i l t y  ( G O  T O  Q U E S T I O N  2 9  B E L O W ) 
  
[ J  N o t  e n o u g h  i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  m a k e  a  d e c i s i o n . 
  
2 9 .  	 I f  t h e  . p e r s o n  w e r e  c o n v i c t e d  a n y w a y ,  w o u l d  y o u  C H A N G E  t h e 
  
s e n t e n c e  y o u  g a v e  a b o v e ?  [ f J o t e :  a  c r i m i n a l  j u r y  c a n n o t 
  
s e n t e n c e  a  p e r s o n  t o  a  m e n t a l  i n s t i t u t i o n . ] 
  
[ ]  N o  [ ]  Y e s 
  
3 0 .  I  f  y e s ,  w h a t  w o u l d  b e  t h e  n e w  s e n t e n c e ? 
  
( C H O O S E  O N L Y  ^ S E N T E N C E  T Y P E  B E L O W ) 
  
r  1  D e a t h  o e n a l t y . 
  
L i f e  	i n  p r i s o n . 

[ ] 
  
A  p r i s o n  s e n t e n c e  o f  y e a r s . 
  
L O 
  
[ ]  
A  c o u n t y  j a i l  s e n t e n c e  o f  m o n t h s .  
C O 
  
[ ] 
  
( m a x i m u m  o f  m o n t h s ) 
  
A  p r o b a t i o n  	s e n t e n c e  o f  y e a r s . 

[ ] 
  
( m a x i m u m  o T  m  y e a r s ) 
  
3 1 .  	 I f  y o u  w e r e  o n  a  j u r y  t h a t  f o u n d  s o m e o n e  g u i l t y  o f  m u r d e r ,  w o u l d  a n y 

o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c o n d i  t i o n s  o f  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  m a k e  y o u  c o n s i d e r  a  l e s s e r 
  
s e n t e n c e ?  ( P l e a s e  c h e c k  a l  l  t h a t  a p p l y ) 
  
[ ]  M e n t a l l y  i  l  l  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  m u r d e r . 
  
( ]  U n d e r  s e v e r e  s t r e s s  a t  t h e  t i m e  . o f  t h e  m u r d e r . 
  
[ ]  F o r c e d  	b y  s o m e o n e  e l s e  i n t o  c o m m i t t i n g  t h e  m u r d e r . 
  
[ ]  D r u n k  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  m u r d e r . 
  
[ ]  O n  d r u g s  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  m u r d e r . 
  
[ ]  O n  p r e s c r i b e d m e d i c i n e  a t  t h e  t i m e  o f  t h e  m u r d e r . 
  
[ ]  M e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d . 
  
[ 1  H a n d i c a p p e d . 
  
[ J  E l d e r l y . 
  
[ ]  1 6  y e a r s  o l d . 
  
[ ]  N o n e  o f  t h e s e  w o u l d  m a k e  m e  c o n s i d e r  a  l e s s e r  s e n t e n c e . 
  
  
SECTION !V.
 general questions	 39. There is only one right way to do anything.
 
This part of ihe questionnaire contains questions about genera l S t- r0n g 1 y Strongly
 
att i tudes which wi l l help us to understand how people feel about the issues agree Agree Undecided i s a g disagree
Di ree 
in this Survey.
 □ u □ —[44 H 
P^l.ea s e _p 1 ace a check, mark beside the closest answer to the way you f c r'
 
about each of the fol lowing questions.
 
32. 	 There are two kinds of people in the world: the weak and the The fol lowing statements express a number of different attitudes toward the
 
strong. punishment of criminals. Try to indicate either agreement or disagreement
 
with each statement. if you simply cannot decide, then check the
 
Strongly Strongly "undecided" category.
 
agree 	 Agree Undecided Disagree disagree
 
[J [] [] [J [] 40. Hard prison life wil l keep people from committing crime.
 
33.	 A person is either a 1001 American or he isn't. [] Agree [j Undecided [] Disagree 
Strongly Strongly 41. We should not bother about the comfort of a prisoner.
 
agree Agree Undecided Disagree disagree
 
.[] [] [] [J [] [] Agree [] Undecided [] Disagree
 
34. 	 A person either knows t_b-e_a-o-s-w-e-p—tn—a—q-u-e-s-t-i-o-n—crr^lre—^d-o^"S^"'^tr: 42. There isn't any punishment that will keep people from committing
 
crime.
 
Strongly Strongly 
agree Agree Undecided Disagree disagree [] Agree [j Undecided [j Disagree 
[] [] [] [J [] KO 
43. 	 Prisons make people worse than they were. CO 
35. 	 There are two kinds of women: the pure and the bad.
 
[] Agree [] Undecided [] Disagree 
Strongly Strongly
 
agree Agree Undecided Disagree disagree 44. I don't know anything about the treatment of crime.
 
[] [] [] [] []
 
[] Agree [] Undecided [] Disagree 
36. 	 You can classify almost al l people as either honest or crooked.
 
45. 	 It is better for us to be easy on certain criminals. 
Strongly Strongly
 
agree Agree Undecided Disagree disagree [] Agree [] Undecided [] Disagree
 
[J [ ] C] [] []
 
46. 	 Only by very cruel punishment can we cure the criminal . 
37. 	First impressions are very important.
 
[J Agree [] Undecided [] Disagree 
Strongly Strongly
 
agree Agree Un d ecided Disagree disagree 47. A criminal should be punished first and then reformed.
 
[] [J [] [] []
 
[] Agree [] Undecided [] Disagree 
38. 	 It doesn't take very long to find out if you can trust a 
person. 48. We cannot make a good citizen of a criminal if we punish him. 
Strongly Strongly [] Agree [] Undecided ^ [] Disagree 
agree Agree Undecided Disagree disagree 
[] [] [] [] [] 49. It is fair for the government to punish people who break the laws. 
[] Agree [] Undecided [] Disagree 
  
 
 
SECTION V. GENERAL INFORMATION 59. Are you registered to vote? [j. [] Yes 
THIS SECT ION ASKS FOR YOUR PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS. IT WILL NOT lU USEO 60. Do you own a house or land in the community where you l ive? 
TOR ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN TO EXAMINE GROUPS OF PEOPLE WHO RESPOND 10 THE 
QUEST IONNAIRE. [] No [] Yes 
~6~rT~ In what Texas county do you l ive? ^ 
50. [] MaleYour sex: [] Female 
62. How many years have you l ived in this county? 
51. Your age at last birthday: Years 
53. What is the size of your town or city? 
52. Do you identify yourself as: 
[] Rural area 
[] White [] Less than 2,500 
[] B 1 a c k [] 2,501 to 10,000 
[] HexiGan-American or Hispanic [J 10,001 to 25,000 
[ ] Ame r1c a n Ind i an [] 25,001 to 50,000 
(] Asian or Pacific Islander '] 50,001 to 100,000 
[J Other 100,001 to 250,000 
250,001 to 500,000 
Please check the number of years you have comp1e ted in school : Over 500,00 
n I [] 6 11 
TT {irfgli school grad or GtU) 
[] ^ Efj 
8 n Some Co 1 1 ege 
9 M Col lege Degree (BS, BA, etc.) 
]10 [] Advanced Col lege Degree 
o 
CO 
54. What was the approximate income of your HOUSEHOLD for the last year? 
(to the nearest $1 ,000) 
$ 
55. How many people l ive with you in your house/apartment? 
56. What is your marital status? 
] single [j separated 
married divorced 
1 i ve-i n friend widowed 
57. What is, or was, your usual occupation? 
58. What is your present employment status? 
[] employed ful l time 
[ ] emp1oyed pa rt t ime 
[] unemployed but looking for work 
[] unemployed but not looking for work 
'] unemployed by choice 
retired 
disabled 
student 
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